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PREFACE

The compelling need for this nation to expand its early c¢hildhood
and day care services is one that has been recognized for a number of
vears. Until recently, there has been little hope that any kind of
national program could be created to meet it. Even now the odds are
against the emergence of a corprehensive national effort unless a power-
ful political coalition can be put together to support federal initia-
tives in this area. In recognizing the importance of the issue and by
carefully piecing together a national position that would carbine the
job needs of its members with the day care needs of the nation, the
American Federation of Teachers has taken on the job of putting together
the necessary political forces to gain legislative support for a national
program,

The Child and Family Services Act is a bill currently before both
houses of Congress. Like its most recent predecessor, the Child Develop—
ment Title of the Economic Opportunity Act which was vetoed by President
Nixon in 1971, this bill offers federal funding for a wide variety of pro-
grams under a wide variety of sponsors including profit-making enterprises
and many other operations. Given the failures of most state and federal
regulating mechanisms, most of these are of inferior quality. The Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers has argued that the best way to insure quality
programs and to clear away the confusion and overlap that result from
multiple federal delivery of early childhood and day care services is to
have new services funded under the bill delivered through the public
school system. In legislative and delivery terms, the public schools
would became the presumed prime sponsors of programs funded under the act.

The AFT maintains that a Child and Family Services Act, amended to
provide for presumed public school prime sponsorship, would represent
the first real step toward the creation of a universal child care pro-
gram that is both free and voluntary. The AFT also recognizes that the
anticipated funding levels under the bill -- even if they were as high as
the $2 billion a year the AFT is recommending -— would be a drop in the
bucket campared to what is needed. This means that even if the bill is
funded it must be viewed as a catalyst —— a beginning program which must
succeed and be expanded, but which can also serve as a model to states
and localities of the kind of effort they can supplement and build upon.
With a national program in place, local governments will be much more
likely to receive and respond to parental pressures for similar additional
services.

Amendment and passage of the Child and Family Services Act, then,
becames an important key to future growth if our hope that other levels of
government may join in supporting expanded early childhood and day care
programs is ever to be realized. It is also vitally important if the
federal govermment is to play a leading role in defining what a quality
program should be and establishing the legitimacy of that program as a
preliminary to be copied.

For all these reasons, the American Federation of Teachers has
decided to take the lead in creating an interest in the present bill.
Since August 1974, when the present legislation was first introduced,
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the proposal I mde t;hdt iti E:x::e amende;ﬂ tté pmviiiefg for Qul:jlic: sc:hc:@l prime

education z:ircle;s, Mmy exis ng c_{uaT 1t;v ciay care pmvmers msmterpfeted
the AFT's position to mean that they should cloge up shop. Infericr pro-
grams and those operated by franchises, chains, and other melt-ﬂkﬂ"'ér%
recognized the AFT's proposal as a tiu*axt to their continued existence

and began openly fighting the union's approach. In the meantime, many of
those conservative forces that have been against day care for years began
mounting an attack against any kind of federal day care effort as "a
threat. to motherhood and the family." 1Mo aidd to all of this, President
Ford has sajd that he will veto any such bill as inflationary.

The picture that this creates is that of a potentially good bill
confronted by a good deal of controversy, an unfriendly administration,
and a well Grgaﬁ;zed aznservatwé 1@bby. BLt there is hr:pa as well
the Ng:xtlc;nal I:.duf:at:uj:n Aszcc;at;t on, thé National Q@ngfess c:f Pali;'f'lt.; and
Teachers, the Chief State School Officers, the Bmerican Association of
Colleges of Teacher [iducation, and the Education Cammission of the States,
as well as the AFT -- have expressed an interest in the bill largely as
a result of the AFT's position on public school presumed prime sponsor-
ship. The powerful AFL-CIO has taken a position in suppoit of public
school ﬂElLVEJf_Y of programs funded under the bill. This collection of
groups is the same collection of groups which overrode a Presidential veto
of the 1976 Education Appropriations Bill in the fall of 1975. Both its
history ard potential are impressive.

This bill will not get amended and passed, however, simply hecause
a number of strong organizations have resolutions on their books. Men-
bers of the American Federation of Teachers will have to take the kinds
of discussions it has bequn nationally to the local level. More resolu-
tions will have to be passed, and more discussions will have to follow
them. Numbers of letters must be sent to Congressmen. Publics which are
interested in this issue must be enlisted —- women's groups, students and
other constituencies in need of day care. AFT locals and State Federation
Presmenh w1.]1 have to ena:wurage this pr@cegs They will have to use

}_ZSISQI‘STI’IS as a ba%la for acldltlanal talks and ac:tlan c:e.ntermg on st&te
and local initiative,

This manual is being published by the American Federation of Teachers
to assist its state federations and locals in waging a campaign to change
the Child and Family Services Act to provide for public school prime spon-
sorship of funded programs and to obtain passage of the bill once these
changes are made., fThis will undoubtedly be a long fight but it is one in
which we must engaye. Public service day care and early childhood pro-
grams are something which most observers agree are an inevitable part of
our future. The important thing now is for the AFT to lead the way in
defining these services as public school services and in shaping future
programs to reflect the scope and quality which the public schools can
best offer. If the APT does all of this, it will also be outlining a

ii



new role for the public schools and for many present and fiture teachers,
many of whom are now searching for services to perform. All of this
will require work, Hopefully, this manual will be used well.

President
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This manual is intended to provide
APT leaders with a working knowledge
of the organization's position on early
childhood and day care programs as one
component of the Educare position pas-
gsed unanimously by the 1975 AFT Conven-
tion. It contains a general discussion
of the AFT rationale for why it makes
sense to press for new initiatives
sponsored by the public school system.
1t also presents a series of specific
discussions on a nurber of issues re-
lated to the general position. These
discussions can be read and used in-
dependently of the overview. The
subjects to which they are directed
relate to mmerous questions or mis—
understandings that have emerged,
possibly due to lack of clarity in the
AFT view as it has been presented thus
far. Undoubtedly, more issues will be
raised during the course of the cam-
paign and these may be dealt with in
additional sections designed to fit
this format.

INTRODUCTION

The manual is the first comprehen-
sive work of the AFT Task Force on
Educational Issues, a group of AFT
leaders and educational specialists who
come from various regions of the coun~
try. 'This group was appointed by the
AFT President at the recommendation of
AFT Vice Presidents during an Executive
Council meeting in the spring of 1975.
The content of the manual reflects the
opinions of Task Force members on what
aspects of the AFT position needed
further development as well as their
notions of what AFT locals and state
federations were equipped to do in
beginning and sustaining a campaign.
The AFT national staff put these ideas
into usable form. It is hoped that
the manual will be of crucial assist-
ance to AFT leaders and members in
working to gain a universal early child-
hood and day care program.
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ihe AT case for Putting Farly
Childhocx and Day Care Services
into thL Publ); gcjhmls

A fast~developing awarencss of
this country's expanding nced for day
care and early childhood education
services is meeting head-on with re-
cent conditions of staff surplus
and underutilized space in the pub-
lic schools. This is largely a re-
sult of the fact that the American
Federation of Teachers has taken
the two sets of conditions and put
them together to form a highly con-
troversial position that programs
funded under the recently proposed
Child and Family Services Act
should be administered by public school
systems where they arc willing and
able to take on the responsibility.
The American Federation of Teach-
ers did not take this position lightly.
In a period when public schools are
generally under attack it could have
predicted the furor which did, in
fact, come -- largely fram mterests
whose very existence depends on main-
taining a healthy public relations
distinction between themselves and
the public schools. Nevertheless,
the APT chose to move ahead. Its
reasons are both complex and im-
portant and deserve full airing in
a manual on how and why to promote
this controversial position.

Why Expand Farly Childhood Education?

There are two main substantive
reasons why early childhood and day
care programs should be expandad
that reach beyond the operational
feasability created by empty class-
rooms and a surplus of employable,
trained teachers. One has to do with
the growing needs of working women
and single parents for child care
aid. The other relates to an ever-
increasing body of knowledge on the
importance of enrichment during the
early years to children's growth

=

]

and development, Bearing on these
central reasons are a number of other
inmportant considerations having to do
with child abuse and neglect, pov-
erty and work, and social forces
causing disintegration of the family.

For a number of reasons, scne
having to do with a desire to work, but
more often reflecting the need for
many families to eam a second in-
come, more American women are working
and consequently need child care and
education for their children. The
U. 5. Dept. of Labor estimates, for
example, that over 26 million children
under 18 years old had mothers who
were working or looking for work in 1973.
Nearly 6 million of these children
were under six years old. In 1960, 15.7
million children under 18 had working
mothers, and about four million of
these children were under age six.
Senator Mondale himself pointed out
in his introductory statement on
the Child and Family Services Act that
there are only about one million
spaces available in licensed day care
programs for pre-school children
whose mothers are working. This leaves
a need for at least 5 million licensed
day care slots -- and that is only
for children under 6. It would take
many more to address the after
school needs of children already in
school.

Even these statistics do not take
in all the categories of children
who require such services. Windows
on Day Care, a report by Mary v Dublin
Reyserling, based on survey findings
of the National Council of Jewish
Women, adds many other groups of child-
ren to its estimates of those in
need of day care: 2% million children
under six whose mothers do not work
but are from families in poverty;
handicapped children; children of
mothers who are students or are in
work-training programs; and children of
families who simply want sound,
educational day care. Professor Urie



Bronfenbrenner of Cornell University
presented an even more startling set
of statistics in his recent testimony
before the joint Congressional
hearings considering the Child and
Family Services Act. Among the items
he pointed to were the following:

*Over half of the mothers who
have gone to work have school-
age children; one-third have
children under six: 30% have
infants under three; two-thirds
of these mothers who are workirg
are full time.

*Today one out of every six child-
ren under eighteen is living
in a single parent family.

*Single parent families are
often created on a permancnt
basis since the remarriage rate
is substantially lower than the
rate of divorce in families
involving children and this
differential has been increasing
over time.

*The rise in single parent families
is closely related to the sharp
rise in the number of unwed
mothers,

*The above changes are occurring
more rapidly among younger
families with younyger children
and are more prevalent among
the urban, economically deprived.
Among families with children under
eighteen and incomes under $4000
the proportion of single
parents rose over the past six
years from 42% in 1968 to 67%
in 1974. 1In central cities the
rate of family disruption
for those at this income level
was over B80% of families -~ both
white and black.

Most would agree that this set
of circumstances points to the need
for expanded early childhood and day

care services as a family aid. What

is less obvious, especially to those
who attack such programs on the grounds
that they are family weakening and

a threat to motherhood, is the like-
lihood that new federal child care
programs would strengthen the ability
of families to cope with the dif-
ficulties of single parent existence. In
the case of poor families such programs
might enable those on welfare to work,
thus upgrading their econamic self-
reliance and self-respect. Similar
necds are being felt by middle class
families which, as Bronfenpbrenner

and others have noted, arc rapidly
following their poorer neighbors into
patterns that include larger and larger
proportions of working mothers, single
parent families and children born out
of wedlock.

Complementing the needs of
working women and single parent
families for more and better child care
services is a growing recoghition of
the importance of the early years to
children's intellectual and social
development. Though experts differ
on how this is measured -- and indeed,
many of them disdain measuring it at
all -- study after study point to the
crucial role this period plays in the
total development of the child. Such
recognition is at the very heart of
the spreading demand for expanding
quality child care services. It is based
on the work of such well known child
educators and psychologists as
Benjamin Bloom, J. McVicker Hunt,
Jerome Bruner, and Jean Plaget.

Indeed, some experts like Burton
White, Harvard psychologist, suggest
that unless a child gets the right care
between infancy and the age of
three whatever happens after that may
build upon a permanently weakened
base A pr@gram called the Brook-
,,,,, 3EEP) , that
he was Largely EESEDBSlblE f@r
starting in the Brookline, Massa-
chusetts, public schools, begins
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affering pare nt'; advice on child madsin
and development as soon i lht'lr bables
arce brought hczmu from the: hosgpit
program provides early sc ‘
diagnostic scervices as well ¢
fossional consultations and pu:c nt
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education, all of which are a reflection

of its sponsors' commitmont to the
importance of the carly years.

While experts differ on what
proportion of intelligence iy detor-
mined in the preschool years and sone
suggest that children possess many
abilitieos to catch up despite carly
deprivation, none discount the 1in=
portance of the formative years in
laying a stronq developmental found-
ation for later soc' 1, emotional and
intellectual growth. And, while
this recognition has hoen widely
acknowledged for some time, soclal
policy certainly does ot reflect it
yet.

There are also numeroug social
problems which point directly to a
need for day care and early childhood
services. Parental neglect of the
"latch~key" child -- the young child
who comes home from school
and lets himself into an empty house
with a key that he wears around his
neck —- is one of them. The widespread
incidence of child abuse and neglect
is another. Half of the reported
cases in this area occur among children
who are below school age. Sane of the
more creative thinkers on this sub-
ject, such as Dr. Henry Kempe, pro-
fessor of pediatrics and director of
the NatimalCenter for the Prevention
of Child Abuse and Neglect at the
University of Colorado, have proposed
the development of "crisis nurseries"
where children of troubled families
could be dropped off during times of
great family stgess. The existence
of more conventional preschool and
day care programs would undoubtedly
help forestall the development of
many of the stressful situations that
lead to child abuse. They could also

11

sehool-age youneg-
roturm Lo

provide sorvices for
stors that would othetwise
omply, unsupervised homes,

If the necds for expanded carly
childhood education and day care
sorvices dare so obvious, it is
f(,‘(.la'z(‘)ﬂxiﬂ,)ltj to wonder why we do not
have them yet, And, whatever the
reasons Tor Cthe failure of secial
policy thus far, it it also
reasonable o wonder why it is worth
it to try even now to obtain a nation-
al. program focused on these prior-
itiecs. In other words, what is it
about the present circumstances
that makes pressing for new initia-
tives in early childhood and day care
a worthwhile enterprise?

In making its decision to
focus major attention on the early
childhood and day care issue, the
American Federation of Teachers care-
fully considered all of the foregoing
reasons for why programs are needed --
the growing needs of single parents and
working women for quality child care;
the need for family support systems,
such as day care; the widely acknow-
ledged importance of the early years
to child development; the incidence
of child abuse and neglect and the
possible relationship of these factors
to the lack of good early education
programs. ‘The AFT also looked at
contemporary conditions in the public
schools and found a number of obvious
reasons why public school sponsored
early childhood and day care might be
a good idea. To begin with, the
possibility of two quallflgd teachers
existing for every job is a looming
reality. It becomes increasingly
obvious that classrooms are emptying
and schools are closing all over the
country as baby-boom children mcre
through and out of them. Between 1965

and 1973, there was a 13% drop in elemen-

tary and secondary school enrollment
creating seven million vacant school
spaces. The AFT decided that it made
sense to look at these resources in



tems of new program options, such as
putting early childhood and day care
programs into the public schools. 1In
other words, why not retrain those teach-
ers who need it, add new teachers and
use same of the available school space
to create early childhood and day care
programs?  Obviously, this does not pre-
sent a picture that would allow for all
the program variations desirable == they
would have to be adjusted to allow for a
Brookline Early Bducation Project, for
exanple -- but they would certainly pro-
vide for a basic and sound beginning.

Tn proposing that empty classrooms
be filled with early childhood programs
led by many teachers who are looking for
new areas to work in, the AFT was really
opening the door to the larger issue of
the role of the public schools vis-a~vis
major public service possibilities in
this area. Obviously, there were more
questions to be both raised and answered
if the idea that the public schools
should take on this responsibility was
to be dealt with seriously. The first
and most immediate question became: why
suggest a different administration for
early childhood and day care services
than the one that already exists? If
more services are necessary, obtain the
money to support them, but why turn the
whole operation over to the public
schools? These cuestions go to the
heart of the AFT's proposal. They are
addressed to the most controversial
part of the AFT's position that publz,c
schools should be the presumed prime
sponsors of federally funded early child=
hood and day care programs. Substantiat-
ing the claim that the public schools
could do a better job obviously must
begin with a look at what we now have.

Why the Public Schools Should Sponsor
Early C&uldhaod and Day Care Programs

A. ‘lhe Quality and Complexity of

What Exists

While some gquality day care and
early childhood programs have managed

to cmorge under present arrangoments,
there is little disagreoment among
those who know the field that the over-
all picture is one of inadequate
soervices. The best known report on
day care quality was published by Gl
National Council of Jewish W@men
ir 1972, "Windows on Day Care,"
written by Mary Dublin Keyserling, is
the result .+ a comprcehensive survey
of 431 profit-making and non-profit
day care centers, including Head
Start Programs. Making their judge-
ments on the basis of such character=
istics as the size of the center, the
buildings in which centers were housed,
the degree of integration, staff
qualifications, child-adult ratios,
staff salaries, parent involvement,
transportation and the quality of
educational programs, surveyors
concluded that half the profit-making
centers could be considered "poor," and
about a third characterized as "fair.'
All the proprietary centers observed
provided care that was essentially
custodial. Nen-profit centers fared
somewhat better with just over half
qualifying as "fair" and another 28%
as "good." Even many of these did not
do much more than offer custodial care
with minimal program range.

Another report, Early Schooling
in the United States, published by
the Institute for the Development of
Educational Activities (I/D/E/A), also
found most of the day care centers
it observed to be inadequate in terms
of numbers of kinds of activities
and program quality. In cataloging
and checking for all the kinds of
activities that could take place in pre-~
school, the report's authors found that
most programs which they locked at
were heavily concentrated in a few of
the more cbvious activities like blocks,
naps and outdoor play. Incidentally, the
1/D/E/A researchers also found signifi-
cantly higher program quality in the
public school kindergarten programs.
They attributed the difference to the
fact that these programs were part of




the educational mainstream by virtue of
their connection to public schools, and
not isolated like many preschool prograns.,
Additional, more specific information
supplements these general observations.
With regard to quality of staff, for
example, Early Schooling in the United
States blamed inferior program quality
on the inadequate professional training
received by most staffs. Both this
report and Windows on Day Care attributed
low staff qualifications to the fact that
most states have inadequate licensing
provisions. "Child Care Data and
Materials," a report of the United States
Senate Camittee on Finance, gives a
state~by-state breakdown of staff quali-
fications; in many states they are as
little as the stipulation that a prospec-
tive candidate be "equipped for work

As for licensing, where it exists
-in law, it is often ignored in practice.
Unfortunately, HEW has not enforced the
Federal Interagency Day Care Require-
ments, a rather general set of regula—
tions aimed at quality control, and
defers to the states on most licensing
questions. Most states have minimal
regulatory mechanisms to insure quality
programs. A recent HEW audit of day
care programs called "The Review of Child
Care Services Provided Under Title 1V,
Social Security Act," shows the dis-—
crepancy between regulations and
practices. Of 552 centers and private
hares providing day care in nine statos,
the report found that 425 did not meet
minimmm health and safety requirements,
Over a third of the sample did not meet
minimal child/staff ratio requirements,
Not surprisingly, the authors of the
report blame much of this inadequacy on
the fact that much federally funded day
care is administered by different agen-
cies, making the monitoring process
virtually impossible, Add to this the
tendency of federal programs to defer
to state licensing and other undeveloped
quality control mechanisms and the result
is inadequately supervised, poor quality
service,
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Poor licensing provisions lead
logically to still another set of fac~
tors contributing to low quality. If
staff qualifications are low and if
licensing provisions go unsupervised, it
is only natural that staff will be low—
paid and that they will be unprepared
to do the necessary professional Job
that dealing with young children requires.
Iow wage scales will never attract the
best qualified pecple, It must also he
noted that in all the reports cited, the
profit motive seemed to provide the great-
est incentive for ignoring standaxds,
hiking child-staff ratios, maintaining
low staffing qualifications and minimiz-
ing program offerings, The indefensible
use of public monies to support profit—
making programs is campounded by the
fact that these programs offer the worst
services. (See Section G of this maxzual
for a more detailed discussion of the
profit-makers.)

It is really no surprise that the
quality of most day care and early
childhood services has never been very
high, given the providers to which
nost programs have been directed, Ome
of the reasons most of these programs
have been defined historically as
custodial, as opposed to educational,
is because the reasons for theix
creation have never sufficiently
considered the children themselves.
The first major expansion of feder-
ally-sponsored day care services came
during World War II when such pxo-
grams were conceived of as a way of
either freeing mothers to work or
providing them with incentives to do so.
In the 1940's, the day care idea
was pointed at enabling mothers to
work in the defense industry. DNext
came the day care programs funded
under the Social Security Act,
and these were directed largely at
providing incentives for the welfare
recipients to work, By the 1%0's
the idea that such prograns ought
to also be educational was begin-
ning to gaip ground, but even llead



Start, the darling of the Johnson
years, was still aimed primarily

at poor children and was still
inadecuate in terms of educational
program. As long as public day

care continues to be defined as a
poverty program geared to work
incentives or tied to incame levels,
it will probably continue in a cus-
todial vein, there being little pres-
sure from the middle class mainstream
to upgrade and broaden it.

Quality issues having to do with
certification, licensing, child-staff
ratios, program content, and the con-
sumers to which most programs have
been directed are further camplicated
by the camplexity of federal delivery
systems. In fact, the confusing
array of overlapping federal programs
-makes enforcing any kind of quality
standards a virtual impossibility.
VWhen this difficulty is added to the
all but incomprehensible variation
of state programs and local con-
figurations, keeping a quality watch
on the day care picture with any
accuracy becomes an impossible feat.

Changing this picture must begin
with some familiarity of what it
now contains, A simple presentation
of this mish-mash of bills, bill

titles, administrative agencies, program

concentrations and qualifications and
local models ought to be encugh to
demonstrate vhy it is impossible to
enforce quality standards or coordinate
services under existing arrangements.
Estimates on how many federally spon-
sored early childhood and day care pro-
grams actually exist range from 60

to 310. The BEducation Camission of
the States suggests that as many as

18 federal agencies administer these
programs, among them Agriculture; the
American Printing House for the Blird;
Camrexce; Federal Housing Administra-

tion; Government Printing Office; Health,

Fducation and Welfare; Housing and Urban
Development; Intergovernmental
Relations; Interior; Justice; Library
of Congress; Mational Endowment for

the Arts; National Science Foundation;
Small Business Administration; Veter-—
ans Administration; etc, FPrograms
requlated by these agencies face
additional coordination problems

on the state ard local level where
federal funds are used to supplement
state and local designs which are
themselves variable and corplex.

(Section B of this manual
contains a bill-by-bill description
and accampanying charts of the most
important legislation funding early
childhood and day care programs.) Cb-
viously, not all of the relevant legis-
lation is described here. Even in the
bills that are described, titles which
are not central but which may support
day care services have been left cut.
The purpose is to present an idea of
what the administrative and goverrment~
al complexity is, not to give every
last detail of the evidernce.

In loocking at the charts in
Section B and reading the 'Key Points"
list which accampanies each one, the
importance of central problems emerge
relating to such factors as: (1)
over-lapping governance, (2) quali-
fications restricted to income, and
(3) the pressures of confusing
variations in state-federal matching
requirements or the difficulty of
monitoring quality. There are even
philosophical contradictions in the
federal effort between the categor-
ical approach behind programs like
Head Start and Follow Through and
that of the revenue-sharing
thrusts of the new Title XX of the
Social Security Act, which leaves
progran determination up to the
States,

It must also be noted that the
money amounts listed represent total
figures for a given bill title,
much of which may go to programs which
have nothing to do with early
childhood education ox day care.

In the case of the new Title XX, for



example, states are expected to draw
up camprehensive programs which direct
themselves in some way to five gen—
eral federal goals, only one of which
even mentions children.

In considering such problems,
one might also wonder why, for example,
it makes sense to have Head Start and
Follow Through administered in totally
different ways —- one through the
regional office of HEW's Office of Child
Development and one through state and
local public educ:ati:nn agencies —

supp@sed to lze so clmsaly linked to
Head Start in goals and purposes.
Since they piggy-back one another it
would seem much more logical to admin--
ister them both through the public
.schools. Another question relates

to eligibility. Since so many of
these programs are intended for the
very poor they do little for the day
care heeds of the many families

who are above income eligibility
limits but remain in desperate need
of quality programs. And, the fact
that governance is a problem hardly
needs repeating. In same programs
local policy advisory committees are
a must (Follow Through); in others,
states play a crucial role (Title XX).

Given all of this it is hardly
surprising that paper after paper and
policy statement after policy statement
put out by day care interest groups
call for more coordination. The
many publications of the Early
Childhood Task Force of the Education
Comission of the States and the latest
proposal of the Day Care and Child
‘Development Council of America all
call for coordination of one sort or
another. Nationally the Office of Child
Development is charged with this
responsibility but to date the best
that it has been able to do is
encourage states to develop coordinat-
ing mechanisms via a small effort
called the Cammunity Coordinated

Child Care Program (4-C) which lacks
any statutory base, much money, and
therefore any real impact. The total
picture adds up to an approximately
51.2 billion federal effort (fiscal
year 1974) in the form of an
uncoordinated, chaotic array of over-
lapping early childhood and day

care services.

The state picture is a bit
s:ij@ler in tems Df presc:hml mainly
look at. Wh;le as many as 75% of this
nation's five year olds are in
Luﬁargarl:en, fmr=f1fths of tha’n in
are cgn\rmced en@agh of the IIEJ:.IES
of kindergarten to insist it be pro-
vided, and pre-school prograns are
on much shakier ground. The latest
survey of the Education Commission
of the States found that the nuwber |
of States mandating kindergarten only
grew from 9 to 14 between 1972 and
1974 even though 34 states have per-
missive kindergarten legislation, Up
to 46 states do put some funding into
kindergarten programs but only 11
nrovide any support for pre-%inciergarten‘
The kindergarten picture is helped
scmewhat by the fact that localities
often sponsor their own programs.

Of the states where AFT has sub-
stantial membership only California,
Massachusetts and Pennsylvania have
any kind of state supported early
childhood program. In fiscal year
1974, California put over 20 mil-
lion dollars into a pre-school program
for disadvantaged children which offered
medical, social and nutritional
services along with day care. Penn-
sylvania supports kindergarten fox
both four and five year olds, and

any district may provide two years

of kindergarten. Massachusetts

spent 31 million dollars in fiscal
year 1974 for both kindergarten and
pre-kindergarten pr::grams Twenty
percent of the state's communities



provide public pre-kindergartens
that begin at 4 years of age.

When it comes to day cayx: and
early childhood programs, thern, wit:
a few exceptions, the state role at
this point is primarily one of ad-
ministering what federal funds there
are except in those cases where the
regional arm of the relevant federal
bureaucracy does so (see Section B
for descriptive examples). What
canes out at the local end is a variety
of program models representing a
myriad of complicated forms and with
differing governing structures. A
recent HEW collection of background
materials put out for a special con-
ference by a subcommittee of the HEW
Secretary's Advisory Committee on the
Rights and Responsibilities of Wamen
gives a good description of their
potential variety. Most child care
falls into one of three basic models.
In-hame care is provided in the home
of the child being cared for and may
include the caregiver's own child-
ren. Family day care hanes are in
residences and provide care for the
children of more than one family.

Day care centers are“generally out-
side hames but may also be hames
where more than 13 children come

for day care. The following des-
criptions are taken directly from the
subcammittee's materials:

Key: |-HC means In-Home Care
FDC means Family Day Care Home
DCC means Day Care Center

“Programs can operate as independent units or can be
combined and work as systems. One approach which is
beginning to be successful is the family day care sys-
tem. A number of individual family day care programs
are combined under a referral and administering agency
educational, in-service training, and other support serv-
ices to the child and the caregiver in the programs.

Programs can be grouped with similar programs like
the example given above, or organized to operate with

unlike programs, e.g., family day care grouped with day
care centers. The following identifies the options which
exist when like programs are combined, referred to as
day care systems; and when unlike program models
operate together, they are referred to as mixed child
care systems.

Examples of Organizational Models
For Child Care Systems

1, In-Home §——] I-HC
Care

I-HC ———-] I-HC

2, Admihiéteriﬁglgeney

I-HC I-HC I-HG

3. |Famiy |— roc

Care

Foc - FDC

T |
ID\
8 |

FDC FDC
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3. Day ;Zfarré = DCC e | Adminisieriﬁg Agency
Centar o N e

o R RS DCC DCC DCC

Examples of Organizational Models
For Mixed Child Care Systems

1. o Day Care Center 4 Administering Agency

in-Home — - I-HC FDC DGC
Care I-HC I-HC e - S

5. 7 Aﬂ n{iﬁistering Agency

2. "Day Care Center o ,l 1 . 7 ] .
— - : DC

Family FDC FDC | g

, ]
Day — s 1He ] {FDC roc| | Foc | {Foc || Foc
Care - — —

jo
Y]
L9
jw)
0
[y
2
Y
]
i m
2

o i S
0

Most child care programs are organized so that children
use only one type of child care. If they are in a family
day care program, they normally do not receive care
either in center-based programs or in their own homes
on a scheduled basis. In informal situations, where child
N S ey care arrangements are individually arranged, children
B J I ) may be cared for in a variety of environments. For ex-
F’a_:milyw I-HC FDC ample, a child attends a center-based program four

In-Home Y mornings a week and spends her/his afternoons at a
Care Care L neighborhood family day care program and is cared for
- by a babysitter in her/his own home on the fifth day.”
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va1gusly, the mmmg of a day
care operation involves, in many
cases, the difficulty of applying
for and combining multiple federal
funds and caming up with a local
operating design that fits varying
needs and schedules. It is not
surprising under these circumstances
that state and federal quality controls
mentioned earlier are often ignored
and rarely enforced, problems which
the Subcammittee's report is careful
- to point out.

Nor is it surprising that mul-
tiple administration often creates
a situation in which appropriated
funds go unused and what could be
extremely useful programs are never
fully implemented. In his testimony
before a joint meeting of the House
Select Subcommittee on Education and
the Senate Subcormittee on Children
and Youth, AFT President Albert Shanker
pointed to a number of unfortunate
examples of this phencmenon:

1.

The Early and Periodic Screening,
Diagnosis, and Treatment Program
has screened only 10 percent

of a possible 10 to 13 million
children under 21 for possible
physical defects. The purpose
of the program was to provide
children who are eligible for
Medicaid with preventive health
care. HEW has not been able

to persuade the states to imple-

ment the program Congress authorized

seven years ago.

The Supplemental Security Income
Program is intended to provide
monthly cash payments to disabled
children. The payments vary
according to a family's incame
and the nature of the disability.
HEW estimates that only 65,000
out of a possible 250,000 eligible
children are now receiving these
payments. Children receiving SSI are
automatically eligible for

11

Medicaid and would alsc be provided
with vocational training. No
effective outreach programs now
exist to find these children.

$900 million appropriated for state
social-service programs went
unspent during 1973. The $2.5 bil-
lion allocated to social services
through Title IV-A has been the
largest federal source of day-
care money. Only a littie more
than half the money was actually
spent.

In the end the delivery question
becomes a matter of governance. As
long as federal legislation and
administrative regulations continue
to provide for governing mechanisms
that range from individual entre-
preneurs to local policy councils to
public school boards, services will
remain fragmented and unmonitored.
Every day care center or service will
have its own form of control- -and
every interest that partlclpates in
that control will want it to stay the way
it is. At present, federal day
care amounts to an organized confusion
of competing systems that will mever
be able to provide comprehensive
service no matter how much coordin-
ation is attempted. A single, demo-
cratically-controlled structural
entity should be given the réspon-
sibility of administering new day care
and early childhood services if there
is ever to be a program that will
meet national needs. The only
structure available to do that job
is the public school system.

B. What the Public Schools Have To
C)ffer '

Given the demand for quality
day care and early childhood programs,
and given the seriously inadequate
range and caliber of services offered
under existjﬂg féderal and state
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schools as sponsors has an added
attractiveness. Most of the advantages
of public school prime sponsorship of
early childhood education and day care
stem from the benefits of coordinated,
single-system delivery. For example,
the public school system offers an
existing set of quality regulations
like certification standards, building
codes and resource minimms and while
many of these would have to be adapted
to the specific requirements of early
childhood programs, the fact that
their foundation is in place makes
applying them to a new range of
programs that much easier.

To begin with, using the public
school system does not necessitate
the creation of a whole new adminis-
trative bureaucracy as is presently
provided for in the Child and Family
Services Act. Title I funds are
currently distributed directly to local
education agencies in a relatively
simple fashion. There is no
reason why funds under the new bill
or those provided by states could
not be handled in a similar way. And,
using the school system as the basis for

new programs would allow for a cohesion in

governance and support that has never
existed in the day care field. Day
care groups would logically tend to
consolidate their efforts and focus
on the schools in demanding more and
better services.

Using the public school system
would naturally quarantee democratic
control of programs. Parents would
be encouraged to play an advisory
role and be closely involved. Good
programs would even provide parent
education camponents (See Section F
on Parent Involvement). But, all —
taxpayers would have a say and an
interest in maintaining quality if
programs were governed by
local school boards that are either
elected or appointed by elected
officials. BAnd, where public school

systems are unwilling Or unable to
support programs, other public

or private non-profit entities could
provide the services, assuming

they meet federal recuirements, state
licensing and other standards.

the publlc SEthDLS does not mean thgt
they will all look alike or that their
substance will simply represent a
"downward extension of schooling,”

as same have charged. (See Section

E on Program Flexibility). There is
no reason why all programs must be
lodged in school buildings,

though the widespread existence of
available space makes this a logical
place to put many of them. Since
these programs will be voluntary,
parent;al choice will play a major

role in the determination of their
variability. Some programs will

be conducted in day care centers, same
in hames and some in other places.
They may fit any of the models des-
cribed in the Subcommittee report
cited earlier, assuming they are
approved by the local school board
and provided they comply with the
standards and codes the school system
applies to them. In fact, there is no
reason why existing programs which
meet standards or which choose to
upgrade themselves cannot come under
the public school umbrella. Where
school systems decide not to operate
programs they could be "by-passed" and
other prime sponsors could be designated
to do so.

Whether these programs are admin-
istered by the school system or same
other prime sponsor; they could be end-
lessly variable within the limits of
quality set by school boards or the
bill. They will undoubtedly range
in philosophy and program type. Samne
will probably follow the precepts of
Maria Montessori, some Jean Piaget.
Still others will be eclectic in their
approach. In determining all of this,
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Parents will
Visory role.

Public school delivery might
also mean greater accessibility of
day care services to parents. Many
existing day care operations are
confined to commercially zoned
districts outside residential areas,
Putting them in the schools would enhance
their convenience, especially for
parents who might have older children
in the same school. Parents could
public
system for the location of
thus avoiding the difficult
Searching out and checking of facilities
Many of them are now forced to do,

play an important ag-

At present the Child ang Family
Services Act pProvides for miltiple
services for children including day
CoIe programs and health, di '

would act as a single coordinating
agency for thesge services by contract-
ing with other public agencies, such as
the health or welfare department of a
given locality, it would be in an ideal
position to deljver canprehensive
Programs. In fact, there is no reasan
why the school System could not contract

other federal child Care titles and

thus act as the unifying agent of a
federal early childhood ang day care
effort at the local level where com-
Prehensiveness ig most important., Public
school coordination and delivery

of such services would also make them
ore accessible than they are now. Single
system public school delivery could

help prevent the underutilization of
such programs as The Early and Periodic
Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment
Program, and The Supplemental Security
Incame Program cited earlier,

Such public school coordination
inevitably have a positive effect on
As Section C on costs shows, the
structure of day care delivery -~

will
Costs.
present

over 60 federal agencies and between

30 and 40 state and local agencies --
has to mean that a disproportionate
share of what could be used directly

on services is going to administra-
tive costs at the federal, state ang
local levels. Even the certers
themselves, which have to maintain

a constant watch on the shifting
nuances of federal funding, must spend
money for this watch-dngging that coulq
be used to employ staff or buy mater-
ials - resources that would have a
direct impact on children. Single
system delivery would mean putting most
of the money into the programs them-
selves where it can do the most good.

Using the public school system would
raise a number of other issues re-
lated to program improvements that
are now easily ignored. For example,
adherence to the staffing, licensing
and other codeg carparable to those
brovided by most school systems would
force day care to confront the

issue of quality. Should sterine
hew early childhood and day care pro-
grams become the job of the public
schools, states would have to direct
their attention to coming up with

.certification standards to apply to
‘the staffing of

such programs -- a
Process in which they now play a mini-
mal role, if they do anything at all.
Localities would also probably want

to consider establishing quality child/
staff ratios for funded programs,
though those mandated in the Federal
Interagency Day Care Requirements do
provide minimms for federal programs
which they might uge as a floor.
building codes and health 1
make the public school system a more
uniformly high quality place to put
such programs. an added plus is that
the methods and procedures for imple-
mentation in all these areas already
exist in the public school system.

important virtue of

Perhaps the most
' System over

the public school
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other forms of administration is
the potential it offers for building
a free and universally available early
childhood and day care system -- a goal
that will remain elusive as long as
the administration of these services
ramains fragmented and confusing.
Having a single type of administration
can encourage the unification of all
those day care advocates that now
spend so much +ime Fighting each other.
Unfortunately, the AFT will initially
have to make what appears to be an
intermecine fight to get this point
across. But if free and universal
quality care is a goal worth working
toward to replace the different-
Service?fgradifferentgqroups approach
we now have, then the argument will
nave to be made and the AFT will have
to weather what should amount to only
a temporary storm of unpopularity.

C. Areas in Need of LEVEngfEﬁtfif the .
Public Gchools are toO Assumne Respon-
sibility for Farly childhood and
Day Care Programs ' '

while the existing features of
public school systems offer the best
immediate guarantors of quality,
there are aspects of the new programs
that school administrations will have
to consider and adjust for in deciding
to provide early childhood and day
care services. None of these present
insurmountable problemns and how each
of them is handled will depend a
great deal on local decision-making.
The American Federation of Teachers does
not intend to present & plueprint of
recommendations with regard to these
issues, but does wish to acknowledge
their existence and importance.

The first and most obvious of these
ig the need for such programs to
provide for a longer achool day and &
longer school year (see Section C on
costs for a fuller discussion of this
jgsue) . Day care programs must allow
for a scheol day of 10 to 11 hours and a
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school year of up to 320 days. These
extensions of time will, in turnm,
require greater mmbers of staff and
salary adjustments to jnclude con-
sideration of longer hours. They may
also necessitate providing for ad-
ministrators who can operate programs
during school vacations and after
school hours. 211 changes of this
sort would, of course, have to
pe negotiated with staffs and
the necessary compensation would have

schools will have to make special
arrangements for parent involvement
that are not always required to the
same degree for parents of older
children, Many school boards may
want to have special advisory councils
of early childhood and day care parents
that will keep them closely informed
of the needs and operation of programs.
gchool-parent linkages in the form
of parent education are another
possibility which many school systems
may choose to explore (see Section F
on Parent Tnvolvement) . Such programs
will better equip parents to connect
the child's experience in the day care
center with the child's experience
at hane and will reassure parents
regarding the penefits of early child-
hood education.

The public schools will also
have to be flexible to variations
in administration of programs. To begin
with, there may be quality programs
wishing to take advantage of funding
provided under an amended Child and
Family Services Act by linking up
with the public school system. Still
others, such as those receiving Model
cities funds, may face a scaling down
of their existing funding and want
o become eligible for new, public-
school administered funds. Some of
these vrograms may choose to stay
where they are. While such operations
will have to integrate their staffing
requirements and other quality




regulations with those set up by public
school systems, school administrations
should be flexible enough to look

for ways of doing this that do not
shut out or prevent well-intentioned
programs from making the necessary
adjustments. This does not mean that
such adjustments should not be
expected or that requlations should

be relaxed where the survival of
existing programs is at issue. It
does mean that public systems should
look to facilitating such adjustments
rather than ignoring existing oper-
ations.

Public school systems will also
have to be careful not to try and
press their new early childhood and
day care programs into a "schooling”
meld. Such programs will not be com—
posed of conventional classrooms
or the usual academic activities.

The enrichment and intellectual stimu-
lation they provide will come in many
forms, most of which is dissimilar
to the skill-learning approaches that
go on at other levels. Actually, most
public school people really do under-
stand this since most of them hawve
been parents themselves., Day care
and early childhood interest groups
are guilty of greatly underestimating
public school administration and staffs
in this regard. Nevertheless, the
schools will have to exert some
effort in letting early childhood
experts and parents know that they are
perfectly capable of recognizing the
variable developmental needs of
preschool children. Nevertheless,
having early childhood programs as
a part of the public school system
will probably have a profoundly positive
effect on the thinking of school
personnel toward child development. The
kindergarten or first grade teacher
will be able to draw on the experience
of a child's preschool years, for
exanmple, in learning to understand his
special needs. In other words, greater
continuity between preschool and school
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prograns will help improve the exper-
ience of school itself.

One area in which considerable
work will have to be done is in the
area of certification (see Section D
on Teachers Education and Certification).
At present requirements for preschooel
personnel are exceptionally low. A
recent survey of the Education Com-
mission of the States found that of
48 states responding, eleven states
had no certification for day care
personnel at all. Another 26 had no
certification requirements for day
care operations outside the public
schools. Twenty-two states do re-
quire an elementary education certi~
ficate for pre-kindergarten teaching
and a few others ask for additional
work in early childhood education.

But, for the most part, these provisos
apply only to school-connected pro-
gramg. Clearly those states which
have minimal provisions, or none

at all, will have to address them-
selves to establishing certification
standards for early childhood special-
ists., Many states should also congider
the necessity of up—gradlng the stand-
ards they do have.
that many states now require that day
care specialists have only a high
school education or in some cases

even less -~ that they be "equipped

for work required." Unfortunately,
federal efforts sponsored by HEW's
Office of Child Development through an
organization called the Child Develop-
ment Associates Consortium are

noving to undermine the concept of
quality certification by creating a
political system of judging prospective
early childhood workers. States will
have to be warned against picking

up such “model certification" structures
(see section D on Recammended

Standards for Teacher Education,
Certification and Training).

The new early childhood and
day care programs will also have to

It is simply inexcusable



address thenselves to the special
needs of children from various

ethnic backgrounds and linguistic
groups. Language and cultural dif-
ferences are particularly delicate
issues when dealing with very young
“children and school systems will have
to make sure they have the necessary
specialists to handle the language
training of preschool children and

to deal with the sense of separateness
or difference which children of partic-
ular cultures Or races may exper—
ience. In large cities, to be sure,
the heavy use of paraprofessionals,
many of whom tend to be from the
camunities being served and therefore
mermbers of ethnic and linguistic
groups of the children they work with,
will help fill these particular needs.

It must be stressed that while
all of these areas are ones in which
the public school system mist move
with both care and deliberateness, they
are also areas whose importance is
more likely to be acknowledged and
recognized only if the publlc: school
system is used as the main delivery
mechanism. The pressures to upgrade
certification standards simply do not
exist, nor can they be created very
easily, given the present confusion
of canpeting and overlapping
systems. It is very unlikely that
any system-wide concern over parent
education will emerge fram the present
arrangements either. Nor can we
expect early childhood and day care that
remains independent and isolated to have
a desired impact on the developmental
thinking, or lack of it, that now
exists in the reqular grades
of public schools. The areas discussed
here are areas of both need and
pramise but they are more likely to
receive attention if the public
schools are the delivery vehicle
for services.

The Campaign

The most obvious reason why there
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is no conprehensive federal program
in day care and early childhood

is that there has never been a coordin-
ated national effort to push for it.
For every day care program that now
exists there is a day care group that
depends for its livelihood on that
particular program. Fragmented
structure practically dictates that
day care interests be fragmented

too, and so they are. Few of the
mrki:}g wamen anci sj.ngle parents
access tf: the kmd of lc:bbymg effarts
that could push a national program
through Congress. And, unless those
interests that are organized have
some reason for getting together,

the potential lobbies that do exist
will be wasting their efforts.

Many of the day care groups
naively think that they will be able
to mount a campaign and pass the Child
and Family Services Act on their own.
In a period when conservative groups
are effectively campaigning against
the bill and when the President has
already announced that he will veto
it, they couldn't be more wrong.
Without enough national interest in
the program to insure broad Congres—
sional support, the bill has no chance
of passage.

The American Federation of Teachers'
proposal for public school presumed
prime sponsorship has political appeal
that relates to this problem. The
idea of putting such programs in the
public schools has created a good
deal of interest among the major
education groups. (See Section A
on the AFT Action Program and Section
H on the Roundup of Group Positions).
Their active support can most easily
be generated and sustained if they
see some direct linkage between the
present legislation and the
public schools which are the main
focus of their energies. With the
AFL~CIO, the Chief State School
Officers, the National School Boards



Association, the National Congress
of Parents and Teachers, the
American Association of Colleges of
Teachers Education, the Education
Camiission of the States, and the
National Education Association all

interested in the bill and in the AFT's

position on presumed prime Sponsor-
ship, a good start has been made on
generating the necessary support. But
work will have to continue if interest
in the bill is to reach the constit~
uencies of these organizations at
every level. With the help of its
locals and state federations, the

AFT is prepared to generate this
effort.

The Action Program included in
Section A of the manual gives a step-
by-step outline of what the AFT role
locally should be. It begins with
letter writing campaigns and includes
suggestions on groups to contact.

It points to the need for resolutions
to be passed and for positions to be
written into party platforms, and into
the positions of state, local and
even presidential candidates. The
activities are designed to create a
groundswell of local interest in

the bill that will be felt by both
Congress and the President.

Among those who will have to
be convinced of the merits of public
school prime sponsorship are the day
care groups themselves, most of whom
at this point see the idea as a threat
to their continued existence. These
groups must be shown that it is pos-
sible for them to continue under public
school system prime sponsorship and
that they will be in a much more
secure position if they do. But,
until they recognize the merits of
this argument they will probably
continue in their vocal opposition to
the AFT's position.

Every local campaign rmust be
based ‘on the fc:tllr:rwmg essential
components of the AFT's proposal

[ ]
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to amend and pass the Child and

Family Services Act. The AFT
urges that the bill be changéd to
provide for: ,

*Universally available early
childhood and day care services
offered on a voluntary basis
through the public school

[=4%

stam,

*A new federal funding commit-
ment reaching $2 billion per
year for early childhood
education and day care.

*The application of federal
standards and program-licensing
practices to all programs funded,
and the requirement that all
local school codes and laws be
followed as well.

*Provision for the retraining of
locally licensed persorinel where
necessary.

*Sufficient earmarking of funds
to provide for extensive health,
nutrition, counseling and other
necessary support services,

*Staffing ratios of one adult to
10 children for children six and
over; 1:7 for four and five-year-~
olds; 1:5 for threes; and 1:2
for infants,

*Provision for the training and
use of paraprofessionals.

*prohibition against the use of
public funds to support any
profit-making day care or
early childhood programs.

Using these essentials as the
basis for a national campaign, and as
a model for state and local program
ideas yet to be developed, the
American Federation of Teachers stands
a good chance of spearheading a
successful campaign to make early
childhood and day care programs an

4



integral part of the American a partial answer to the needs of parents
public school system. With the and children, such an effort is certainly
help of a constituency of supporters worth a try.

that recognizes such a program as

RESULTS OF HEALTH AND SAFETY REVIEW

Number
Number Not Meeting
Examined Requirements

Day Care Centers 453 363

Family Day Care Homes 502 21
(includes care in the homes
of relatives or friends)

In-Home Care 49 41
Totals 552 425

a/ Excludes 55 facilities which were examined in
Virginia but for which the records available
did not disclose compliance with health and
safety standards.

Source: Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title IV,
Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 20,




RESULTS OF CHTLD/STAFF RATIOS REVIEW

Number
7 Number Not Meeting
Care Type Examined Requirements
Day Care Centers 453 185
Fanily Day Care Homes 105 17
(includes care in the homes
of relatives or friends)
In-Home Care _A49 ' - 41
Totals 607 243

Source: Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Title 1V, Social

Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the A$51stant
Secretary, Camptraller, p. 23,

RESULTS OF THE HEW AUDIT AGENCY'S
REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL
STATE AND LOCAL SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

Number Not
Number of Number Not Meeting Health
States Facilities Meeting Child/ and Safety
Reviewed - Reviewed Staff Ratios Requirements
Massachusetts 12 0 11
New Jersey 20 8 7
Virginia 75 20 172
Georgia 12 11 9
Michigan Compliance waived by SRS Regional Commissioner
Texas 6 3 5
Missouri 40 7 27
California 330 123 279
Washington 112 71 70
Totals 607 243 425

a/ Records were not available to permit evaluation of
health and safety compliance &t 55 facilities.

Source: Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title 1V,
Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office Df_the'
KSSlStaﬂtAEECPEtaFyg Ccmptfaller p 38.
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SUMMARY OF COMPLTANCE TO DAY CARE CENTER CHTLD/STALE RATTOS
REQUIREMENTS TN VIRGINTA, MISSOURT AND WASHINGTON

State
and Age Required Ratio Observed
Center Group State Federal (1) Ratio

Virginia

A 1 19:1
!l 20:1
1 12:1

10:
10:
10:
10:
10:

1

i
KNI o B R o

7:1 15:1
7:1 11:1

1
i~
i

1
(e
B e

Mmoo
B MO B B B
‘ i

Missouri
' 12:1
15:1

10: 1
1
(1 17:1
1
1

10:
10:
10:
10:

1
s wa'

19:1
25:1

T o PO
] 1

[y Iy
|l el o

I
[y

4 10:1 7
3-5 10:1 7
4.5 10:1 7:
5-6 10:1 7

(1) As previously indicated, FIDCR provides for child/staff ratios ranging
from 5:1 to 10:1 depending upon the ages of the children--5:1 for 3
to 4 year olds; 7:1 for 4 to 6 year olds; and 10:1 for older children
up to age 14. In case of overlapping age groups, we used the more
liberal 7:1 ratio.

Source: Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Title IV, Social
Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the Assistant
Secretary, Comptroller, p. 24,
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III. A Series of Specific Discusgions on
Critical Related Issues
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A

Feclerat:.@ns and Lc:cals —
How to Amend and Pass
The Child and Family Services Act

A prolonged campaign to pass a new
early childhood and day care program
may seem like an abstraction worth talk-
ing about but perhaps not worth working
on, especially when those teachers who
must do the work are faced with a dif-
ficult range of problems including
layoffs, school budget-cuts, declining
enrollments and broadscale attacks on
tenure, certification and the public
schools in general, The idea of doing
more than simply passing resolutions
and having discussions is a doubly dif-
ficult one to confront when the work
involved may require a long-term,
consistent effort in behalf of a program
whose realization may well be a long
way off.

A national campaign for anything
is the last thing many teachers may
feel they have time to think about
now. But, the overriding consider-
ation in light of these circumstances
is that the vast problems teachers
are facing locally present the outlines
of a predicament which might be par-
tially resolved by expanding day care
and early childhood education. At the
same time pressing for new initiatives
in early childhood and day care might
help to fill the gaps now being cre-
ated by declines in other public school
services. The point is that a nation-
al campaign of the sort the AFT is
proposing complements what energies are
now being put into local problem—solving
and should not be viewed as conflicting
with local efforts.

If the AFT could mount a success-
ful campaign to enlarge upon early
childhood offerings through the public
school system, it might succeed in doing
a number of things -~ servicing chil-

dren with quality programs, assisting
families in child care and thereby
enabling many of them to upgrade their
economic circumstances, and defining

a new responsibility for the public
schools while creating new jobs for
teachers to do. Meeting such a chal-
lenge successfully would further the
AFT's role as a pace-setter in edu-~
cation.

To begin with, the kind of dis-
cussion the AFT has generated at the
national level among day care groups
and the education community must be
duplicated at the local level. In
order for Congress to feel a ground-
swell of interest in the bill and in
the AFT's proposed changes, discus-
sions, the passing ot resolutions,
letter-writing, and a variety of
forms of positive publicity must ap—
pear at every level. It is also
essential that the need for comple-
mentary state and local programs
become a focus of discussion and polit-
ical pressure, AFT locals and state
federations must accept responsibil-
ity for generating these xinds of
activities. Many organizations —-
particularly affiliates of the AFI-CIO
and of the various educational interest
groups -- may not have heard a first-
hand discussion of the important
p@tentlal the day care field holds
for expanding and improving public
educational services. They may not
have been confronted with the public
school prime sponsorship argument.
They may not have been asked by their
national organizations to do anything
about the issue. AFT affiliates must
help to fill this gap by stim:lating
discussion, proposing resolutions and
spearheading letter-writing campaigns.
They must also seek out new groups
that might potentially support an
amended bill and enlist their support.
AFT activities might becin in the
following broad, general areas:

*AFT locals and sta:= fed-
erations should begin their
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campaigns by identifying the
various publics they can work
with. The most important
groups initially will be AFL-
CI0 affiliates, and education
groups like school boards
associations, school admin-
istrators, local affiliates
of the NEA and independent
local associations, parent

groups, colleges of education,

state education departments,
etc. In contacting these
groups, AFT leaders should be
aware of the pcusitions of
the national organizations
with which they are affili-
ated and refer to these
positions in enlisting local
support. Many day care in-
terest groups will oppose
the AFT position out of a
fear that public school
prime sponsorship will mean
an end to their programs.
Vherever possible such groups
should be persuaded that a
willingness to meet public
school standards and accept
public school sponsorship
could mean greater continuity
and stability for their pro-
grams. The l;stmg of group
positions found in Section H
of this manual will give the
national position of the AFL~
CI0, the National School
Boards Association, the Edu-
cation Cammission of the
States, the Chief State
School Officers, the Nation-
al Education Association,

the National Congress of
Parents and Teachers, the
American Association of
School Administrators, and

a variety of day care
organizations.

*AFT leaders must work to
enlarge this arena of
interest by developing
dialogue with groups
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that may not have been
approached at either the
national or local level
in terms of this issue --
wonen's groups such as
ERA America, League of
Women Voters, the Coal-
ition of Labor Union
Waren, students' groups
like the National Stu-
dent Association and

the youth groups of the
two major political parties.

*As we approach the 1976

election, efforts should
be made to put the AFT's
position on early child-
hood and day care into

the platforms of the two
major parties at every
level. Parallel resolution-
writing end resolution-
passing should take place
wherever possible within
AFL~CIO bodies and the
other education, women's
and student groups mention-
ed. The AFT should ask
these groups for permission
to sul:mit rés@luti@ns where

of AFL;-CIQ bodies sl‘x:uld
follow the usual procedures

of member unions in submit-
ting resolutions. Such
resolutions should be designed
to recommend specific programs
at the state and local level
as well as tak::xg a pcs:.tlan

on the rai;;z:nal legislation
around which this campaign
1s organized.

*AFT affiliates should relate

to its work in other areas.
COPE drives and QuEST work-
shops are logical places

for the connection to re-
peatedly be drawn between
the political and education-
al work of the organization



and a forward push for legis-
lation to expand public school
sponsored early childhood and
day care services.,

*here day care workers are
unorganized, the AFT should
begin to organize them.

The possibilities of eventual-
ly becoming a part of the
public school system should
have appeal to qualified
early childhood specialists
who are for the most part
greatly underpaid and must
oparate centers that are
understaffed and underutil-
ized. Paraprofessionals
and aides should be exposed
to the idea that career
ladder upgrading programs
are nmore likely to be im-
plemented in public school
systems and that the salaries
for aides in publie schcol
programs are higher than
those for most day care
workers. Programs under
public school sponsorship
are also assured of greater
permanence than many exist-
ing programs and this kind
of organizing appeal should
combine the arguments of
long~-term public school
employment with the short-
term benefits of immediate
union representation.

*AFT locals can consider
negotiating early child-
hood programs into their
contracts, The United
Federation of Teachers
negotiated the inclusion
of fifty early childhood
centers into its 1967-69
contract which were un-
fortunately wiped out
later by budget cuts.

More recently, the Chicago
Teachers Union negotiated
a clause into its 1975 con-
tract which said "A joint
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BOARD-UNION committee shall
be established ... to ex-
plore means to seek the nec-
essary funding, and to join
together to explore the
proper means to communicate
understanding and to develop
support from parent, civic
and commnity groups for all
viable programs of early
childhood education which
shall be under the prime
sponsorship of the public
schools. "

These are broad areas into which
any local or state AFT campaign
should fit. There are a number of
much more specific activities which
should help AFT affiliates in moving
forward in these areas. The follow-
ing point-by-point program serves as
a minimal checklist. The national
BFT office is ready to supplement
these efforts with speakers and mater-
ials as well as advice.

*Assign someone in your local
or state federation to be in
charge of c@aﬂmamg an
early childhood campaign.
This person should become
thoroughly knowledgeable
on the AFT's position and
be able to make use of it
in conjunction with acti-
vities like COPE collections
and disbursements, lobbying,
educational mrh:h:ps, QUEST
activities, etc. They should
also be able to translate it
into proposals for state and
local programs.

*Every AFT affiliate should
take a close look at what
position Congressmen and
Senators serving its area
have taken or are likely
to take on the present bill
and on the AFT's proposed
changes. Pressure should
be placed on these indi-



viduals to adopt the AFT's
position (See the accom-
panying list of particularly
key committeemen). Begin
immediately with a letter-
writing campaign.

*Each local should survey the
activities of groups in its
area in terms of their pos-
itions on The Child and
Family Services Act and the
AFT's argument for public
school presumed prime spon-—
sorship. Virtually, every
group with any interest in
schools should have some
concern for what happens with
this legislation though some
of them may @};;r[;ase the AFT's
position. AFT'ers should be
prepa:ed to tangle with the
various day care organiza-
tions that have a vested
interest in keeping day care
funding and quality the way
they are. (See Section H
for a list of the organ-
izations and their positions.)

*Keep in touch with national
AFT regarding new develop-
ments and materials which may
be useful to you in con-
ducting a campaign. Please
report the names of those
people in charge of your
local's campaign to the
research department of the
AFT national office. They
will be placed on a key list
to be used in lobbying ef-
forts, speaking, consulting,
etc.

*Do your own research to help
document the merits of the
AFT position in your local .
area. Locals might want to
know about the quality of
local day care, the ex-

istence of federal funds
left unspent by states or
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local areas, the numbers

of available spaces and
staff for early childhood
programs, the demand for
day care spaces, etc.

Such material will be par-
ticularly useful in convinec-
ing elected officials of the
merits of the AFT arguments.

*Conduct workshops and con-
ferences dealing with the
AFT's position. Some of
these may be for the member-
ship alone, but others could
be held in cooperation with
other interested groups. Such
conferences should ermphasize
the interrelatedness of the
educational aspects of this
issue with legislative and
elective (COPE) efforts.

*Report your activities back
to the National Office of
the AFT. ILet us know which
groups are friends on this
issue and which oppose us.
Inform the naticnal office
of the response of elected
officials so that the
necessary follow-up work
can be done in Washington.

Carrying out activities like these
will make the beginnings of a campaign
that must maintain its visibility both
locally and nationally if the AFT is
to be effective in modifying and pas-
sing the Child and Family Services
Act and in spearheading state and local
program initiatives. Tt will require

a sustained in-depth effort that in-
mlves self-education as well as reach=-
ing out to other groups. locals simply
must make it a priority, whatever their
predicaments. A successful venture of
this kind could provide the foundation
for a national early childhood and
day care program that releases mothers
to work outside the home, provides
children with stimulating early environ-
ments and gives the public schools a



new job to do. It would also establish
the creative role of the American Fed-
eration of Teachers as a power on the
educational scene.

Congressional Committees with
Jurisdiction over The Child and

Family Services Act

These are the members of Congress
who are on the key committees that will
deal with early childhood legislation.

AFT's legislative department sug-
gests that AFT members commnicate
with than to encourage support of the
union's proposals for amending the
Child and Family Services Act, to in-
sure that federal child-care services
are brought under the presumed prime
sponsorship of the public schools,

House Subcammittee on Select
Education Programs:

Democrats:

John Brademas - Chairperson (Ind.)
Lloyd Meeds (Wash.) :

Shirley Chisholm (N.Y.)

William Iehman (Fla.)

Robert Cornell (Wisc.)

Edward Beard (R.I.)

1eo Zefferetti (N.Y.)

George Miller (Cal.)

Tim Hall (Ill.)

Republicans:

Alphonzo Bell (Cal.)
Peter Peyser (M.Y.)
James Jeffords (Vt.)
Larry Pressler (S. Dak.)

Senate Subcommittee on
Children and Youth:

Democrats:

Walter Mondale - Chairperson (Minn.)
J. Glenn Beall (Md.)

Paul Laxalt (Nev.)
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In addition, the chairperson and
ranking member of the full committees
and all full committee members are as
follows:

House:
Chairperson - Carl D. Perkins (D-Ky.)
Ranking Representative -

Albert Quie (R-Minn.)

Mambers of the full comittee who do
rot serve on the subcommittee:

Democrats:

Frank Thompson (N.J.)
Dominick Daniels (N.J,)
John Dent- (Pa.)

James O'Hara (Mich.)
Augustus Hawkins (Cal.)
William Ford (Mich.)
Philip Burton (Cal.)
Joseph Gaydos (Pa.)
William Clay (Mo.)
Mario Biaggi (N.Y.)
Ike Andrews (N.C.)
Jaime Benitez (P.R.)
Theodore Risenhoover (Okla.)
Ronald Mottl, (Ohio)
Michael Blouin (Iowa)
Paul Simon (Ill,)

Republicans:

John Ashbrook (Chio)

Jc:lm Erlaﬂ;c:m (I11.)
rin Esch (Mich.)

Edwu‘; Eshleman (Pa.)
Fonald Sarasin (Conn.)
Virginia Smith (Neb.)

John Buchanan (ala.)
William Goodling (Pa.)

Senate full, committee members
not on a subconmittee:

Democrats:
Claiborne Pell (R.I.)
Thomas Eagleton (Mo.)

Republicans:

Jacob Javits (N.Y.)
Richard Schweiker (Pa.)
Robert Taft (Chio)
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B

Examples of Federal, State, and Local
" Delivery, Including a Critique of
Delivery as Proposed in the Child

- and Family Services Act

The delivery of day care and early
childhood services is a subject that is
virtually unapproachable in its com-
plexity. Finding out about it requires
endless research, and understanding
what is found is practically impossible.
The difficulty of obtaining informa=
tion about federal programs and their
delivery at state and local levels cer-
tainly testifies to the failure of cur-
rent piecemeal efforts at program
coordination. 1Indeed, to call it a de-
livery "system" is to grant it an unwar-
ranted measure of coherence and order.
Accordingly, this section does not at-
tempt to present a comprehensive pic-
ture of the child care delivery system.
Rather, it tries to cover the major fed-
eral programs that fund day care and
early childhood services and to give
examples of how they combine with other
programs and funding at the state and
local levels.

Summaries of these programs are
accompanied by organizational charts
that add a visual explanation to the
narrative descriptions. Unfortunately,
the picture given here is incomplete
in one particularly important aspect.
Primarily, due to a lack of information,
it does not include relevant figures
on the number of children whose fami-
lies need and want specific forms of
child care. It seemed useful, never-
theless, to give what information was
available on those receiving services,
at least for the purpose of indicating
how delivery works. The summary of
the existing delivery picture presented
here is accompanied by a description
and critique ¢f the Child and Family
Services Act. These descriptions and
criticisms, when combined with the
advantages of public school delivery
discussed in this manual's main pre-
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gsentation of the AFT argqument, should
make the AFT's position practical and
supportable.

A. Federal Delivery

The main pieces of legislation
to be discussed here in detail are
the Social Security Act, the Head
Start Economic Opportunity and Com-
munity Partnership BAct, and the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. These bills provide the bulk of
federal funds going to early child-
hood and day care programs. A number
of others will be listed later in the
discussion. To describe all of them
fully would require writing a book.
The material included here is not in-
tended to be exhaustive but should
be enough to document a picture of
confusion.

The federal government began pro-
viding funds for early childhood edu-
cation and day care in 1933 when the
Federal Emergency Relief Administra-
tion, and later the Works Project
Administration (WPA), supported day
care primarily to create jobs. By
1937, 1,900 nurseries serving approxi-
mately 40,000 children were established
in the public schools. Although these
nurseries offered high quality care
and education, many of them were later
phased out along with the WPA programs.

World War II brought a renewal of
federal funding of day care. 1In 1942,
the Lanham Act was passed to provide
for public works made necessary by the
defense program. This Act was inter-
preted to include child care for
working mothers in war-impacted areas.
By the end of the war, nearly $52
million had been channeled through
state education departments to 3,102
day care centers serving 600,000
children. The program was discon-
tinued in 1946, though remnants of
it managed to survive in New York
City and in California where unified
day care constituencies pressured to
maintain programs.
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social Security Act

In 1962 the Social Security Act
was amended to provide federal money
to state welfare departments for day
care for welfare recipients. The Act
had provided a meager amount of day
care funds since 1935, but its amend-
ment in 1962 marked the first major
infusion of federal funds into day
care and early childhood education
since the Lanham Act. Under Title
Iv-p, essentially the program for
Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), states were regquired
to provide day care service whenever
training or employment was required
of AFDC recipients. The authorized
state agency, usually the welfare
department, submitted its AFDC plan
for federal approval, and was reim-
bursed for 50 percent of c¢hild care
expenses. Child care provided under
Title IV=A was ordinarily free to
the recipients, but fees could be
charged by the states. The mix of
child care services (family, in-home,
center, etc.) varied from state to
state, and within states, and was pro-
vided by a range of public and pri-
vate agencies. The size of the total
program in each state depended on
the amount of state and local revenues
appropriated to match federal funds.
After 1970, the demand for federal
funds under Title IV-A escalated
rapidly, and in 1972 Congress placed
a national limit of $2.5 billien on
all social services, with funds allo-
cated to states on the basis of
population. HEW estimates that in
1974 $464 million of this total
social service appropriation was used
for child care.

Under Title IV-B of the Social
Security Act, federal funds are pro-
vided for child welfare services, for
research and demonstration projects
in the area of child welfare, and for
training child welfare personnel.

The largest amount of aid is provided
as matching funds to state welfare
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departments for child welfare ser-
vices. The federal government pro-
vides two=thirds of program costs and
states are required to provide one-
third. Title IV-~B funds are allocated
among the states on the basis of child
population, and access to child wel-
fare services is not restricted to
AFDC recipients. States may use child
welfare aid to operate day-care cen-
ters or day care homes, or to purchase
day care services for families unable
to pay. During 1974, approximately
$1.8 million in federal aid was pro-
vided for child care under this pro-
gram.

In 1967, the Social Security Act
was amended to extend the coverage
under Title IV-A to past and poten-
tial recipients of AFDC, as well as
current recipients, and to increase
federal matching funds from 50 per-
cent to 75 percent of program costs.
At the same time, the Social Security
Act was also amended -~ under Title
IV=C == to authorize the Work Incen-
tive Program (WIN). Under this
Title, AFDC mothers without children
under six years of age are required
to register for manpower services,
training, and employment. For AFDC
mothers with children under six years
of age, the program is voluntary.
States are required to provide child
care from time of enrollment through
job entry to all WIN enrollees who
need it. Depending upon their income,
WIN participants must pay a portion
of the child care costs. Federal
funds are appropriated to cover 90
percent of the WIN child care costs.
puring 1975 federal expenditures for
WIN came to approximately $47 million.

Effective in 1975, the Social
Security Act was again amended and
the Social Services part of Title IV-A
was replaced by Title XX. This amend-
ment did not affect the Child Welfare
(Title IV-B) or WIN (Title IV-C) pro=-
grams. Title XX provides greater
decentralization than Title IV-B, but



probably more opportunity for misuse.
Under Title XX the scope of social
service programs is determined pri-
marily at the state level, not by
federal requirements. Each state de-
velops a Comprehensive Annual Sexvices
Program (CASP) which sets forth the
services that it will provide. To
make the program accountable to the
public, the CASP must be presented
for public review and comment for a
period of at least 45 days. However,
there is no legal guarantee that the
states will not simply ignore the
criticism of citizens. Also, the
federal government cannot reject any
service a state puts into its CASP
plan, It can only mandate that cor-
rect procedures be followed in
developing the plan.

Any social service provided under
Title XX must be directed to at least
one of five broad goals. Briefly,
these include heiping people become
self-supporting, helping them become
gself-sufficient, protecting those who
cannot protect themselves, avoiding
inappropriate institutional care, and
providing appropriate institutional
gare when necessary. None of the
goals specifically includes child care
== only one goal even mentions children.
Thus, it is possible that child care
programs will suffer some loss in the
competition for funds. Whereas Title
IV-A required states to provide
specific social services, such as
child care, to specific categories of
people, Title XX allows states to ig-
nore particular needs or population
groups, so long as some type of social
gervice is provided under each of the
goal categories. The few exceptions
to this requirement do not directly
affect the problem of child care.

Under Title IV-A of the Social
Security Act, child care could be pro-
vided only to current, former, or
potential recipients of Aid to Fami- '
lies with Dependent Children (AFDC)
or Supplemental Security Income (SS5I).
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Under Title XX, at each state's dis-
cretion, services may also be provided
to anyone who does not earn more than
115 percent of the median income in
his state. PFees for services may be
charged to persons who earn less than
80 percent of the median income, and
must be charged to thoge who earn more
than 80 percent of the median income.
Different income eligibility require-
ments and fees may be established for
different service programs. One-half
of all matching funds received by a
state under Title XX must be used to
provide gervices to AFDC, S8I, or
Medicaid recipients, or to persons
eligible for these programs.

The total federal funds to be al-
located among the states each year for
social servieces under Title XX is $2.5
billion, the same amount as previously
allocated under Title IV=A. Thus,
although more persons and types of
service are covered by Title XX, the
funding limit has not been increased.
Child care faces competition from a
broader range of services for the same
amount of funds. Within the limit of
funds assigned to each state, the
federal government will pay for 75 per—
cent of the cost of programs covered
by Title XX. 1In the case of family
planning services, it will pay 90 per-—
cent of the cost. In order to avoid
the use of Title XX funds simply to
replace what were previousgly state ex—
penditures -- which would reduce over-
all services =~ each state is required
to maintain its expenditure level for
soclal services equal to the level of
1973 or 1974. However, this rule does
not guarantee that specific programs,
such as child care, will survive.
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This chart shows the bureaucratic flow that one real school district had to swim
through to fund its early childhood education project. According to the Comptroller
General's report (see accompanying story): “‘Because the amount of undigg
available from each individual program was insufficient to provide tha desir
range of services, the school district had to obtain funding from several sources.
This required the school district to meld one state, one Jocal, and four faderal fund-
ing spurces into a unified effort, despite differing guidelines, objectives, grant
pariods. and administrative procedures and controls.”

THE AMERICAN SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL January 1976
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Title XX — Social Service Program

 HEW

CSA/SRS

Rpproximately $2.5 billion
maximum total for all states
for all services under Title XX,
FY 1976

SOCIAL ¢
Title IV-B

Approximately
548 million

" STATE

KEY POINTS

1. Title XX replaces the
social services portion
of Title IV-A of SSA.
It provides many services,
most of which have nothing
to do with day care.

2. Under Title XX the state
comes .. with a total
program to fit general
federal goals. There are
no mandated childeare
services, Within the goals,
what happens is up to the
states. It replaces a cate-
gorical funding approach
with a block grants approach
similar to revenue sharing.
The federal role in defining
programs is diminished and
the state role is enhanced.

Note:

[Kc |

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Office of Child Development staff were consulted in preparing
the diagrams in this section and obtaining funding figures.
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Desianated Deecision on which state agency
”Ag%mg ' administers is left to the
(usually welfare state--decision probably made
department) by governor 7 _—
—— I Local Agency
(same as
7 o state)
Local Local Local %3 Under Title XX it is impos= 1
Agenc) Agency Agenc 2o WHIREL S RS 1L 1S ampos= ——
gency _geney | pooeny sible to know how much will selbll
actually be spent for day Vmﬁﬁgﬁe
- - - care. day care fi
prggl Local Local other organiz
~rogram Program Program 4, Services provided by the S

public schools are specif-
ically excluded from receiv-
ing federal monies.

There are no limitations on
kinds of eligible operators
except that the Federal Inter-
agency Day Care Requirements
plus specific child/adult
ratios apply.

Provision of educational ser-
vices by day care centers is
optional.

In order to receive federal
funds states are expected
to match the federal efforts
on a 75%-25% basis.

. At least 50% of federal funds

must be spent on services to indivi-
duals currently receiving or
eligible to receive public
assistance or Medicaid.




ECURITY ACT

— Child Welfare Services

HEW

CSA/SRS

. .Same agency as
| — administers
Title XX with some

State Desig-

Approximately

National Coordinating Yoximate.l
- $47 million., -

Committee

= o~

90% federal
i funds e

exceptions based

"~ HEW

Department
of
Labor

10% state
funds.

- nated Agency on previous
practice

—

Local Agency
(same as
state)

Local Agency
(same as
state)

of
’m

itions

KEY PROVISIONS

Three-fourths of the money is

used to employ child welfare workers
who develop and license day care
facilities and help working mothers
plan for day care.

1.

. States may use this money to operate
day care centers and help families
pay for day care.

. States may purchase day care from
other organizations.

. Services to children do not require
income, residency or other eligi-
bility requirements.

Provision of educational services by
day care centers is optional.

The total funding is apportional
among states on the basis of child
population.

BEach state is expected to match

federal funds at a rate varying

from 2:1 to 1:2, which is deter-
, mined by the state per capita

$ « T _
ARi(ﬁﬁEQmé!

A ruiToxt provided by ER

KEY_PROVISIONS

1.

2.

3.

KEY
HEW
SRS

CSA
SalU

WIN is designed to aid mothers on
AFDC in obtaining manpower train=-
ing and employment. Its day care
component, which provides child
care services to enrolees, is
administered by HEW. Because it

is eligible to AFDC mothers only,
it represents a means test approach.

Three-fourths of child care being
provided under WIN is provided in
the child's own home rather than
child care facilities.

More than half of the children
provided for are over 6 and
therefore need care only part of
the day during the regular school
yvear .

Department of Health, Education

and Welfare
= Social and Rehabilitation Service

Community Services Administration
= Separate Administrative Unit ’



The Head Start Economic Opportunity

and Community Partnership Act

As a part of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964, Congress estab-
lished the Head Start program. 1In
1974, the Economic Opportunity Act was
superseded by the Head Start Economic
Opportunity and Community Partnership
Act. Administered first by the Office
of Economic Opportunity (OEO), and
later by HEW's Office of Child Develop-
ment (OCD), Head Start is a pre-school
program designed to offset the obsta=-
cles to full development encountered
by disadvantaged children. The fed-
eral government generally provides up
to 80 percent of the costs of Head
Start programs, which include compre-
hensive health and nutritional services
as well as education. Head Start
funds are allocated to OCD regional
offices, which distribute them within
the states. Usually a Community Ac-
tion Agency is the local administrator
of the program, although the adminis-
trator may be another public or pri-
vate, nonprofit agency. Ten percent
of the Head Start students must be
children with handicaps, and 90 percent
must come from poor families. A por-
tion of Head Start funds is allocated
for services to migrant and Indian
children. The total federal funds ap-
propriated for Head Start in fiscal
year 1975 was approximately $430 mil-
lion.

Amendments to the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act in 1967 authorized funds
for Follow Through, a program designed
to build upon the gains made by Head
Start children. Like Head Start, Fol-
low Through offers a comprehensive
approach to early childhood problems,
including service to education, health
and social needs. However, although
Follow Through is supposed to be
closely linked to Head Start, it is
administered by the Office of Educa-
tion and state and local education
agencies == not by the Office of Child
Development. Generally, at least one-
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half of the students in Follow Through
must be graduates of Head Start or a
similar program. The federal govern-
ment provides up to 75 percent of the
funding for Follow Through programs,
and Follow Through services may be
combined with those offered under
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. In fiscal year 1975,
the total federal expenditure for
Follow Through was approximately $35
million.

g;gmeptary anéisegpnda;y Education Act

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965
provides federal funds for the compen-
satory education of economically de-
prived children. The funds are
channeled from HEW's Office of Educa-
tion through state departments of
education to local educational agencies.
The funds are intended to supplement
gtate and local efforts, and may be
used for preschool programs. Approxi-
mately 7 percent of the Title I funds
have been used for preschool or kin-
dergarten children. Title I funds

are also available for services to
migrant children. Determination of
how the money is to be used is made

at the local level, in eonsultation
with parents, teachers, and represen-
tatives of child-support agencies.

It may be used for nutritional, medi-
cal, or any other purpose which will
help the child educationally. No
state or local matching funds are re-
quired. 1In fiscal year 1975, the
federal government appropriated approx-
imately $1.9 billion for ESEA Title I.

In addition to Title I, other
parts of the ESEA Act have provided
aid to preschool education. In par-
ticular, Title III has been useful in
ren. However, beginning in fiscal
year 1976, ESEA Titles II, IIXI, V and
VIII are being consolidated into Title
IV-C. Title IV-C will provide grants
through state education departments




HEAD START ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP ACT

HEAD START KEY
Approxi- “HEW HEW - Department of Health, Education
mately . and Welfare
$%4lwml111©n ocD OCD =~ Office of Child Development
for Fy 1976 ~— PAC =~ Policy Advisory Committee
P OE - QOffice of Education
ocD
Regional
Office - o o ol ) ) i
S ochD NOTE: Office of Child Development staff
gfff ocD Regional were consulted in forming the
Arantes Reice. Office diagrams in this section and
Grantee atlite obtaining funding figures.
Gr;'it;é \ -
——— Grantee )
. Grantee
Grantee —— o S )
- FOLLOW THROUGH
s e e 4 e e HEW I ,
KEY PROVISIONS (Head Start) ESEA Title T
, , , . , OE funds in com-
1. Up to 80% of the total costs are provided by —— biﬁation’wigh
the federal government . - Follow Thréugh
2. Any public or private nonprofit agency meeting funds o
the requirements qualifies as a grantee. These S
will usually be the community action agency — STATE ] Approximately
) where they exist. . — $59 million
3. 90% of the enrollees must come from families Department for FY 1976
whose income is below poverty guidelines Eduction ’
4., 10% of Head Start children must be c:hl.l.dren i e
with handicaps-. Pt -
— F’ubllc
PAC }--{ Education U
. Agency Public —
- Education -=3 PAC
Agency —
- Publie —
- e . i P - Educatior
KEY PROVISIONS (Follow Through) PAC g
- ] ) Gammunﬁ; -
1. A local contribution of up to 23% of gggg% F-|LPAC
the Follow Through Grant is required. e )

Eligibility is based on the community's
sponsorship of a full year Head Start or
other preschool program.

3. At least half the Follow Through children
must be graduates of a full year Head Start
or similar presch@ol program .

pfégram 1nclud1ng ‘health and nutrltlgn as well

as instruction.

Parent participation is a basic part of the

program. Applications must be coordinated

with a local policy advisory committee. .
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT
Title | Title IV-C
Ew | $1.9 billion for FY 1976 ~ HEW

OE No matech required, federal OE
— government pays —

T 100% - special poverty

formula applied

STATE

7Depanmeht
of

ape—.

= Lgsa{; Education -4 PAC
PAC Education - Agency
- Agency - o

N VNLBGE] _
PAC |--- Education
e Agency

o Title I funds have been
used mainly for public
school programs serving
educationally deprived
students. These funds
are intended to supplement
state and local efforts
and may be used for pre-

$173 million for FY 1976

No match required. ya —

STATE

Dépaﬁment

Local Local

Education Education
_Agency __Agency

Local
Education
Agency

KEY PROVISIONS (Title IV-C)

1. Grants go through the states for
a variety of innovative and
exemplary programs including day
care programs which stress cultural
enrichment activities and which
provide health, psychological and
social services., Funds are also
provided to programs or projects
which contribute to the solution

school programs. of critical problems.

o Determination of how funds
are to be spent is made at
the local level. They may
be used for any purpose
which will help the child
educationally including
food, clothing,
transportation,
medical care,
staff training,
etc.

o Title I funds may
be used in place of
Head Start funds.

o About 7% of Title I funds
have been used for pre-
school programs.

o Title I also provides
special funds for
migrant children.

o Parent Advisory Councils
must give input to the
education agency in
designing programs.

KEY

QE -
PAC -

Office of Education

Parent Advisory Committee

Office of Child Development staff were consulted in
forming the diagrams for this section and in
obtaining funding figures.
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for a variety of innovative and
exemplary programs. These will in-
clude day care programs which stress
cultural enrichment and which also
provide health, psychological, and
social services. Additionally, funds
will be provided to programs or pro-
jects which contribute to the solutien
of critical problems. For fiscal year
1977, when the consolidation of other
titles into IV-C will be complete,
approximately $173 million in federal
aid will be appropriated.

In addition to the major sources
of money for child care discussed
above, the federal government has pro-
vided aid through a hodgepodge of other
authorizations, programs and agencies.
Estimates of the total number of pro-
grams through which the federal
government supports preschool services
range from 61 to more than 300. For
example, a number of Congressional
acts have provided funds for the
training of child care personnel.
partial list includes the Social
Security Act, the Equal Opportunity
Act, the Manpower Development and
Training Act (replaced by the Compre-
hensive Employment and Training Act),
the Education Professions Act, the
Vocational Education Act, and the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Likewise, a number of federal
dgencies, such as the office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity and the Office of
Child Development, have provided funds
for research and development in the
area of child care.

A

Food and nutritional services
have been extended to children enrolled
in day care and early childhood educa-
tion by federal programs such as the
National School Lunch Program, the
School Breakfast Program, the Special
Milk Program, and the Nonfood Assis-
tance Program (for food service equip-
ment). A variety of efforts in the
area of health, such as the Migrant
Health Act, the Indian Sanitation
Facilities Act, and numerous programs
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of federal health ageﬁcies, have pro-
vided services to children in organized
preschool care.

Facilities for child care have
been federally funded through Model
Cities and Neighborhood Facilities
programs (now replaced by the Housing
and Commnity Development Act), and
through grants by the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health. Small business
loans, economic opportunity loans,
and lease guarantee programs by the
federal government have been available
to day care operators. The Appalachian
Regional Commission, which functions
in thirteen states, has provided fed-
eral funds to public and private
child care agencies.

An important: source of indirect
aid te day care and early childhood
education is the federal tax benefits
given to individuals and businesses
for child care expenses. The Internal
Revenue Act of 1971 provided special
deductions for single individuals and
working couples who must pay for child
care in order to work. Effective in
1976, the income limits determining
eligibility for these tax benefits have
been raised, It is estimated that
personal income tax deductions for
child care in 1972 cost the federal
government $224 million in tax reven-
ues. Businesses may deduct from
taxable income certain expenses in-
curred by providing employees with
child care, and they are allowed a
rapid tax write-off of capital expendi-
tures for child care facilities. -

B. The Child and Family Services

Aot of 1975

The Child and Family Services Act
of 1975 zimply adds a whole new layer

those that exist under present legis-
lation. Once again "coordination" is



encouraged -- the Secretary of HEW is
directed to insure the ccordination

of programs under this Act with other
programs, and prime sponsors are sup-
posed to demonstrate their ability to
coordinate services -- but as it stands
the new law is bound to gimply add to
the confusion.

It begins by setting up a new ad-
ministrative agency within HEW called
the Office of Child and Family Ser-
vices. This office is to be advised by
a Child and Family Services Coordinating
Council which must include representa-
tives of the various agencies now ad-
ministering other day care and early
childhood titles (the purpose is
obviously coordination, again). Fed-
eral funds are directed by this office
and its council to "prime sponsors"
under a series of complicated formulas
designed to insure funds for disadvan-
taged children, the children of migrants
and Indians, children under five and
the children of working mothers.

Prime sponsors -- whether they be
states, localities, combinations of
localities or other public or non=-
profit agencies (including educational
agencies) -- must have their own Child
and Family Services Councils which act
as policy-making adjuncts to the prime
sponsors. Prime sponsors in turn
select administrative agencies to run
programs. These may be public or pri-
vate and they may be profit-making.
Each must have its own parent policy
committee.

The American Federation of Teach-
ers has made a number of criticisms
of the proposed law, many of which
are related to its failure to consider
the public school system as the pre-
sumed sponsor of programs supported
By the Act. Others deal with the
restrictive nature of fee schedules,
the poor service provided by profit-
makers, governance and inadequate
funding. Among the AFT's criticisms
are the following:

e The bill does little to
begin to solve the prob-
lem of providing compre-
hensive, coordinated
services. Instead, it
sets up entirely new
governing mechanisms
which can only further
splinter efforts to con-
solidate day care delivery.

e Through the use of fee
schedules the bill ties
day care services to
family income which once
again contributes to the
definition,of day care
as a poverty program,
thus limiting its avail-
ability and iselating
itz constituency.

@ The bill fails to insure
quality standards.

The bill provides insuffi-
cient funding.

C. State Funding

As difficult as it is to get an
understanding of federal expenditures
for day care and early childhood edu-
cation, it is even more difficult to
obtain accurate information on child
care expenditures at the state level.
Funding programs to provide child
care are usually dispersed through a
number of state agencies with little
coordination. In the following tables
rough data is presented on the major
funding programs in three states. It
should be emphasized that this data is
approximate and represents only part
of the public funding for child care
in each state. Massachusetts, West
Virginia and Texas were chosen as
examples because information on child
care in these states is more readily
available.

AR



CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT of 1975

HEW $150 million for

T LS S first year
o Child and Family Office of Child and '

o L0 coordinate Services Family Services
wand recommend) | Coordinating ramily selvices

___Council Z - N \

Locality as prime

y — — - sponsor (city, county,

= Public or non-profit CFSCC | etc.)
CF3CC |- agency as prime R __

- - sponsor, including o -

education agency

— . -~ L Admin. “Admin. ~
PPC [ Agency Agency 1 PPC

j - State as
CF5CC | prime
- sponsor

PPC Agency / PPC Qgggg,

1 _[Admin.
PPC,,, Agency

Combination of —
localitiesas |- - crsce
prime sponsors -

Admin. Admin.
PPC |— Agency Agency

|
o |
0
el |

KEY

CFSCC
PPC

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Child and Family Services Coordinating Committee
Parent Policy Committee
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KEY PROVISIONS

1.

2.

5.
6.

7.
8.

10.

11.

10% of the total amount provided under the bill shall be used for
handicapped children. :

A proportion of the total funds which is the same as the proportion of
migrant workers to the total number of economically disadvantaged
children in the United States, will be set aside for the children of
migrant workers. The federal share for such programs will be 100%.
The same formula for migrant worker children will apply to the chil-
dren of Indians. The federal share for such programs will be 100%.

. The remainder shall be apportioned to states and local areas as

follows:

a) 50% in proportion to the relative number of disadvantaged children

b) 25% in proportion to the relative number of children through age 5

¢) 25% in proportion to the relative number of children of working
mothers

Prime sponsors must demonstrate ability to coordinate services.

Child and Family Services Councils must be established by prime

sponsors which set goals, approve plans, and evaluate programs.

These councils must include parents of the children served and

economically disadvantaged persons.

Administrative agencies delivering services may be profit-making.

A new set of federal standards consistent with the Federal Interagency

Day Care Requirements will be drawn up and will apply to programs

under the Act., A code of federal standards for facilities will also

be developed.

., Fee schedules will be adopted by prime sponsors in accordance with

ability to pay. ,

The Secretary of HEW is directed tc¢ establish coordination between
programs offered under this Act and all other federally supported
child care programs.

Among the services provided for under the bill are: day care
programs, family services, social services, special programs,
food and nutritional services, diagnostic services, etc.
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WEST VIRGINIA

(West Virginia's total population of children under six years old is in excess
of 170,000.)

State Education Department - Fiscal Year 1975

ESEA Title I.............. 518,399 for 30 four-year-olds (no Title I funds for
kindergarten).
ESEA Title IIT............ $58,400 at home day care for 100 preschool handi-
capped children (also includes services for 80
, adults).
State Kindergarten
Expenditures............. $20,000,000 approximately for 27,000 students.

The West Virginia Follow Through program did not include preschool children.

Interagency Council for Child Development Services - Fiscal Year 1976

SGA Title XX..v oo innuss $2 662,449
State Funds........veveeer. S 830, ,585

Appalachian Regional ,
COommMission. eveeeeesenees S 88,273

These funds provide comprehensive day care services for 1,000 to 1,200 children.
The services include medical, nutritional, staff training, etc.

Office of Child Development, Region ITII - Fiscal Year 1975

EOA Head Start Funds:
Full Year, Part Day....$4,536,896 for 3,175 students

Full Year, Full Day....$334,825 for 200 students
Summer (6 Weeks).......$279,106 for 1,015 students

Additional Head Start Expenditures:

Training and Technical Assistance..........$219,452
Experimental Programs .. ... vovevevassssss,.,5100,000
Services to Handlcapped PN - 89,226

In Fiscal Year 1975 Head Start operated in 50 of West Virginia's 55 counties.
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WEST VIRGINIA (Continued)

State Welfare Department - Fiscal Year 1975

SSA Title XX. ean ..51,455,000 (including state matching funds and all
fedéral funds now subsumed under Title XX).
SSA Title IV-R. Ceennens ..$45,000 (federal and state matching funds).

These funds provided day care for a total of 5,789 children, including day
care centers and family day care homes.

MASSACHUSETTS

(The Massachusetts total population of children under six years old is in
excess of 460,000.)

State Education Department - Fiscal Year 1974

ESEA Title T.eevessnsossss 53,696,000 for 9,131 preschool children (6,088 in
klndergartén and 3,093 pre-kindergarten).
ESEA Title IIT.............$110,198 for 17, 428 children (kindergarten through

third grade).
State Kindergarten

Expenditures..............Funding is included in the state's general aid
formula, no separate figures are available for
kindergarten.

Kindergarten was provided for 86,614 children in
fiscal year 1975.

Follow Through - Fiscal Year 1975

EORA FundsS.....oeeeves.0....5885,108 spent on kindergarten through third grade
(care is provided for 333 kindergarten and 1,296
first through third grade children).

EOA Supplementary Training
FURAS e ¢ o v s ovnnsensnsveess 542,245 for 54 day care paraprofessionals.

State Technical
Assistance..........s00...516,900.

Office of Child Development, Region T

Head Start:

EOMA Funds.o.veveeees...57,337,797 (for 5,268 children).

State Training Funds . .S 189, 7998
Funding for Haﬁdicapped$ 213,636.
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MASSACHUSETTS (Continued)

State Welfare Department - Fiscal Year 1975

SSA Title IV-A. ..;i.g...;.i$24§SDO,DOD (including state matching funds).
Donated Funds.......... ...... 2,000,000

These funds provide day care for 18,000 children up to age 14. No separate
figures are available for preschool children.

SSA Title IV-C WIN Program.......Funds are included in Title IV-A figures
above, WIN accounts for between 6 and 11
percent of total SSA funds.

Demonstration Day Care Project
(State Funds).c.vueveerensnese..5500,000 for approximately 300 children (This
interagency project served children of working
parents, and had a sliding fee schedule, but
was discontinued in 1976.)

TEXAS

(The Texas total population of children under six years old is in excess of
1,300,000.)

Department of Community Affairs - Fiscal Year 1974

EOA Head Start.............. ..$16,525,337 for approximately 20,209 children
three ta five years old.
EOA Follow Thraugh verreeee..52,592,305 for 3,502 children age five and under.

EOA Migrant Day Care Program. $lll 514 for 75 chlldren age three to five

Parent and Child Center
Program (EOA Title II)......$185 for 160 children two to three years old.

+

Texas Education Agency - Fiscal Year 1974

thd&fgarﬁen.;i-.-...gig-.-:e$l8 107,000 state funds for 80,134 children.
Migrant Preschool Program....$679, SDD in federal and state matchlng funds
for 3,020 children.
Preschool Non-~English
Speaking Program............$29,898 in state funds for 1,374 children (this
program is similar to the Migrant Preschool
Program, but Qperates only in summer).
Child Migrant Preschool
Program (ESEA Title I)......$1,320,000 for 1,820 children.

Bilingual Program
(ESEA Title VII)............Funding amount not available. This program served
7,360 children in fiscal year 1974.

Also provided through the Texas Education Agency in 1974 was a variety of
programs serving 6,693 handicapped preschool children, the federal Breakfast,
Milk, and Lunch Pr@grams, and programs in the public high schools to train
child care personnel. 51
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TEXAS (Continued)

Texas State Department of Public Welfare - Fiscal Year 1974

GOA TAtle TVaR,eveseoeosoessosenoesseseadl,230,916 (includes state matching funds)

SSA Title IV=C WIN Program..iess.s.sss+5394,835 (includes state matching funds)

Joint Department of Public Welfare-
Vocational Rehabilitation Day Care
Program (SSAR Title IV-A and Voca-

tional Rehabilitation Rct).e.scs...... Bmount of funds is not available.

for 53,647 children.

for 8,246 children.

program served 2,130 children in fiscal
year 1974,

D. Local Delivery

Forming a valid picture of the
delivery of child care at the local
level, as at other levels, is made
very difficult by the lack of infor-
mation. Moreover, there is no relia-
ble way of knowing which community
has a typical child care delivery
gystem. Undoubtedly, the chaos of
delivery at the federal and state
levels has resulted in confusion at
the local level, and has preoduced
great differences among communities
in the delivery of child care. Never-
theless, for purposes of illustration,
it is possible to look at child care
in two communities that have been
surveyed by United Way agencies.

In 1971, the San Francisco Bay
Area -- made up of five counties --
had 361 licensed day nurseries, 70
children's centers, and 1,810 licensed
family day care homes. The 361 nur-
series had a total estimated capacity
of 11,885 children. Of the day nur=
series, 148 were proprietary (profit-
making) centers and 213 were nonpro-
prietary (nonprofit). The nonproprie-
tary nurseries included 90 under reli-
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gious sponsorship, 41 run as parent-
cooperatives, and 82 run as other types
of voluntary, nonprofit organizations.
Approximately 40 percent of the nur-
series were in the size range of 20

to 29 children, and about two-thirds
offered full day care.

Presumably, the 148 proprietary
nurseries were supported almost en-
tirely by fees paid by parents. A
considerable part of the income of non-
proprietary centers was also provided
by fees. Of the 107 nonproprietary
centers that provided information on
source of funds, 6 out of 8 charged
parents a flat fee, 1 out of 8 charged
a sliding fee based on ability to pay,
and 1 out of 8 charged no fee at all.
In addition to fees, the nonproprie-
tary nurseries received support from
a number of other sources. Of the 107
responding to the survey, 25 obtained
funds from governmental agencies.
Twelve of these received federal funds,
4 received state funds,- 7 received
county funds, and 1 received city
funds. Thirty~four of the nonprofit
centers received money from private,
voluntary organizations. Of the 34,

9 received money from foundations, 12

This



received money from United Way, and

16 received money from other organiza-
tions. Twenty-three nurseries (for
the most part cooperatives) raised
money through membership fees; 14 nur=
series (again, primarily cooperatives)
raised money through fund raising ac-
tivities, and 9 nurseries (for the
most part under religious sponsorship)
raised money by donations.

The 70 children's centers in the
San Francisco Bay Area were all ad-
ministered by local school districts,
Information on capacity was available
for only 61 of the centers —~- they had
a total capacity of 5,177 children.
Forty-three children's centers pro-
vided information about their funding
sources. Of the 43 centers, 35 re-
ceived federal funds, Most of the
federal funds came from AFDC and WIN
programs. All of the 43 eaenters re-
ceived state funds -- primarily funds
from the State Department of Compensa-
tory Education. One center received
money from a county welfare depart-
ment, and 29 centers (all located in
the City of San Francisco) received
special city/county tax money. All
of the 43 centers charged fees for
child care.

In 1970, the San Francisco Bay
Area had 1,810 licensed family day
care homes. The total capacity of the
homes was not reported for 1970, but
a 1974 report shows there were 2,105
licensed homes with a total capacity
of 7,789 children. However, a state
report suggests that the number of
licensed child care homes is only one-
third or one-fourth of the total num-
ber of child care homes. Presumably,
care for children in child care homes
is directly paid for by parents, but
a substantial part of the money is
provided by public agencies, such as
county welfare departments.

The total capacity of the 361 nur-
series, 70 children's centers, and
1,810 licensed day care homes in 1971
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"tion on source of

was approximately 85,000 children.

In 1974, a United Way survey estimated
there was need for 20,989 additional
licensed day care spaces in the San
Francisco Bay Area.

In the Spring of 1970, a survey
of child care in metropolitan Minneap-
o0lis was conducted by a local United
Way agency. The survey covered only
day care centers; it did not include
day care homes. At the time, metro-
politan Minneapolis had 38 day care
centers, with an estimated total capa-
city of 1,362 children. Of the 38
centers, 35 participated in the survey.
There were 16 proprietary (profit-
making) centers and 19 nonproprietary
(nonprofit) centers. Approximately
one=half of the centers were in the
size range of 30 to 39 children.
Thirty-two centers provided informa-
tion on source of funds. Fourteen
(40 percent) received all of their
income from fees, six (17 percent) re-
ceived all of their funds from the
federal government, and twelve (34 per-
cent) received money from both fees
and other sources.

Of the 16 proprietary centers that
participated in the survey, 12 were en-
tirely supported by fees, 2 were sup=
ported 80 percent by fees and 20 per-
cent by private gifts, and 2 were
supported by fees and 5 to 15 percent
by federal funds. Eight independent,
nonprofit centers provided informa-
funds. Two were en=-
tirely supported by fees; three were
supported 85 percent by fees and 15
percent by federal funds; one was sup-
ported 43 percent by fees and 57 per-
cent by private gifts; one was suppor-
ted 91 percent by fees, 4 percent by
churches, and 5 percent by the federal
government; and one was supported 45
percent by fees and 55 percent by a
hospital. 1In addition to the 16 pro-
prietary centers and 8 independent,
nonprofit centers, 2 day care centers
were supported approximately 70 per=
cent by the United Way, and 6 day care



centers ware supported entirely by
the federal goverrment.

All of the day care centers parti-
cipating in the Minneapolis survey,
except five supported totally by
federal funds, were supported at least
in part by fees. The two United Way
centers had sliding fee schedules --
with fees based on ability to pay.

Many low=inceome families with ehildren
in day care had part or all of their
fees paid by public agencies. 1In

nine day care centers, all of the fami-
lies paid their own fees. 1In 17 cen-

. ters at least 60 percent of the fami-
lies paid their own fees. 1In one

had their fees paid by public agencies.
And, in three centers, all of the fami-
lies had their fees paid by public
agencies.

E. The AFT's Position

Although *the foregoing material
presents only a partial view of the
early childhood education and day care
delivery system, a number of problems
in that system are readily apparent.
The problem of overlapping and ineffi-
cient governance is illustrated by the
fact that at the federal level and
within the states, numerous programs,
geparately funded and separately ad-
ministered, are established to serve
substantially the same purpose. Look-
ing at the tables for Massachusetts,
West Virginia and Texas, one sees
from six to ten different federal pro-
grams, channeled through three or four
separate state departments, flowing
out to an assortment of local agencies.
Furthermore, these tables include only
a small proportion, less than one-
tenth, of the total number of federal
child care programs operating within
each state. Another problem is that
federal funds for various child care
programs are not delivered on a com—
mon basis. This is illustrated by
the fact that some programs, such as
ESEA Title IV~C, are 100 percent fed-
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erally funded, whereas others such
as Follow Through receive federal
funds at the 75 percent level, or less.

In the fragmented and uncoordinated
structure of federal funding for child
care, money that states obtain through
a number of federal programs may ac-—
tually be used as "state provided"
matching funds to obtain other fed-
eral programs. Thus, in some cases
the federal government pays the state's
share in addition to its own, and in
other cases it does not. An additional
problem with the concept of matching
funds is that a number of states fully
use their quotas of federal child care
funds, but others, for the lack of
state appropriations, do not. Thus,
for lack of state matching funds,
children and parents in some states
are denied federally funded services
that are provided to children and
parents in other states. Altogether,
dependence upon state and local
funding is a major weakness in the de-
livery of child care. It is apparent,
after examining the existing level of
state child care efforts, that any
significant development of early child-'
hood education or day care will re-
quire federal initiative and. support
== it cannot be left to the states.
State and local governments essen-
tially just pass through federal money
for child care. They contribute
very little to the total amount.

Some federal funds are provided
through categorical programs, such as
Head Start or Follow Through, while
other funds are administered in block
granta. The patchwork of funding
sources, administrative agencies, and
programs surrounding child care has
created an atmosphere of "grantsman-
ship" == in which money is distributed
according to skill in writing pro-
posals, not according to the needs of
children and parents. It has also
produced a chaotic situation where
federal day care standards, supposedly
tied to child care funding, cannot be




reliably enforced. In addition, the Public education has also demon-
current shift toward block grants, strated its flexibility by coordinating
such as Social Security Act Title XX, and delivering a variety of educational
threatens the existence of child care programs,. Already many public schools
programs. Child care funds are being offer training courses for day care
thrown into a funding grab bag wvhere personnel, and some school districts
they may be seized by other programs provide day care services in addition
that are backed by powerful interests. to kindergarten programs. Another
indication of the flexibility of pub-
The disorganized and inefficient lic education is the long history of
distribution of federal funds for involvement of parents and diverse
day care and early childhoed educa- community groups in shaping and guiding
tion obviously needs coordination and its programs. Most notably, this in-
order. The hmerican Federation of volvement comes through Parent Teacherx
Teachers has a number of very specific Associations. Public education has
suggestions to make with regard to the demonstrated its f£lexibility in serving
Child and Family Services Act of 1975. the needs of young children in addition
The reasoning behind them is fully to older students. The continuing
discussed in the main argument pre- growth of public kindergartemn, as well
sented in this manual. They, neverthe- as public education's emerging role in
less, bear repetition and emphasis here serving preschool, handicapped children,
and are enumerated on the chart on attests to its success in helping young
the following page. Most of them children.
should be obvious, given the picture
presented thus far. Public school presumed prime
sponsorship offers an existing mechan-
In addition to coordination and ism to consolidate the administration
order, the delivery of federal child of federxral funds for child care, to
care funds requires a flexible struc- provide child care services on a uni-
ture that can adapt te different needs versal basis, to relate these services
and opportunities. Public education to continued education, to monitor
presumed prime sponsorship of federal program quality, and to administer
programs for early childhood education federal funding of child care under
and day care can provide flexibility public scrutiny. Public education
within the context of a rationally ox- presumed prime sponsorxship offers an
ganized system. For example, public ordarly yet flexible way out of the
education has demonstrated it can work present chaos of federal child care
with a variety of public¢ and private programs.
agencies to deliver services to young
children. School districts in many
areas cooperate with local health and
welfare departments to provide medical
and other services to young children.
School districts also work with a
variety of private, nonprofit organi=-
zations, such as United Way agencies,
to provide child care services, There
is no reason why public education
agencies, as presumed prime sponsors,
could not contract with existing non=-
profit day care centers to continue
their services, - =
85

48




The AFT’s Proposed Delivery System

HEW
2 billion a year

 OEor 0CD

Public or Non-Profit State

e Agency as Prime E'd 'A

are | Sponsor where =d. Agency

GFSGC ) school systems - —
are "‘unwilling or e

unable'

Advisory local education
Council [~~~ _ agencyas
prime sponsor

local education
— M —— bkt A TTECT agency as

i . . Council o i
Advisory local education T 75 ] prime sponsor
'Géunc? Ehabbede agency as - N
S prime sponsor

Advisory

OF means Office of Education

oCD

means Office of Child Development

CFSCC means Child and Family Service Coordinating Councll

PROVISTONS

ll

~ oW Fw N

Public school systems are presumed prime sponsors of all programs supported by the Act.
Where public schools are unwilling or unable to accept this responsibility other public
or non-profit private agencles may do so.

No private, profit-making entities may receive funds.

Local education agencies may contract with other public agencles for health and other
famlly soclial services.

Care provided should be free and universally avallsble. No means test shall apply.
Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements should apply as a minimum, Where local or
state standards and codes are higher they should be adhered to.

A variety of day care forms including in-home care, famlly day care, and day care
centers may be used under public school sponsorship.
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THE COSTS OF PROVIDING
EARLY CHILDHOOD AND
DAY CARE PROGRAMS

One of the most critical issues
which emerges from the AFT's advocacy
of comprehensive child-care programs
(wilh the public schools as presumed
prime sponsor) is the question of costs.
What will it cost the nation to provide
early childhood education and day-care
opportunities to children and parents
on a veluntary basis? Obviously, the
implementation of such a program would
require a substantial investment of
human and economic resources. And,
though for this reason such a program
will be achieved gradually, it is
necessary to understand some of the
relevant questions about costs.

With the renewed interest and the
pressing need for child care developing,
most child-advocacy groups, including
the AFT, have become convinced over
the past decade that early childhood
care should he educational and develop-
mental, not custodial. Even though
most child-care arrangements today
remain custodial in nature, there are
good model comprehensive programs
which provide the data base for cost
estimates.

The major source of data and
information used here in discussing
cost estimates was "Standards and Costs
for Day Care," prepared by the Child-
ren's Bureau of the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in 1967~
68. (See Appendix, Tables 2-4.) There
are several other surveys, but the HEW
study is the most frequently cited and
generally accepted study of the costs
of child care.* The components of the

programs analyzed by HEW may not reflect
the only standards necessary for a high
quality developmental program. For
instance, there may be need for more
effective child/staff ratios, more

space per child, more emphasis on
parental involvement, etc. But for
illustrative purposes, the HEW study
will suffice.

Drawing upon its experience with
the Head Start program, the Department
computed the average annual per-child
cost for three different settings at
three different levels of care and
educational services. The definitions
and "units" of service presented in
Tables 1=4 represent a synthesis of the
national picture at that time. However,
the figures have been adjusted to re-
flect current price changes since 1967,
with increases for the various elements
of sach program ranging from 44 percent
for clothing to 78 percent for food.

The adjustments were computed by
using the price changes for roughly
comparable categories used in the
Consumer Price Index. Also it should
be noted that the average compensation
levels, particularly for professional
personnel, are significantly below
those in the public schools. The
effect of this adjustment will be added
to the costs later in the discussion.

The definitional distinction
between the three program levels is
described by HEW ag follows:

1. '"Minimum' is defined as the
level essential to maintain
the health and safety of the
child, but with relatively
little attention to his
developmental needs.

55 wWneeler Street, Cambridge, Mass.
02138, April 1971 and Westinghouse
Learning Corporation (Westat Research),

* /These studies include Abt Associates,
Inc., A Study in Child Care. 1970-71 #

(OEO Contract No. OEQ-BOO-5213),

*LUEQ Contract No. 800-5160, Day Care
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'Acceptable' is defined as
including a basic program of
developmental activities as
well as providing minimum;
custodial care. v
t

'"Desirable' is defined as in-
cluding the full range of gen-
eral and specialized develop-
mental activities suitable to
individualized development.

space, supplies, and especially, admin-
istration.

The difference between the 'ac-
ceptable' and 'desirable' levels is
primarily attributable to an additional
assistant teacher or aide (full-day
center) and greater emphasis on parent
involvement, health care and an indi-
vidualized developmental program.

STANDARDS AND COSTS OF DAY CARE:

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY

OF COST PER CHILD
(1975-76)

Minimum Acceptable Desirable

Group day care: Generally
used for 3-5 year olds

(total) .. v vnevesnnnn §2

Foster day care: Generally
used for children under 3
[ ol's | o= 1 1 T

Before and after school and
summer care: Generally used
for children 6=13
(total).......

# 8 F 2 2 2 & & 2 & 4 % 3 8

=3

2,295

-

016 $3,015

510

L
Lwd

-
~d

L
A

3,282 3,834

1,074 1,074

The major cost difference (60 per=-
cent) between the minimum care level
and 'acceptable' or 'desirable' levels
is found in the higher ratio of staff
to children, both in terms of reqular
staff and in special service areas
such as social service, health, psychol-
ogy, and music.

Another 30 percent of the differ-
ence results from higher levels of
food, transportation, medical services,
and parent activities or involvement.
The remaining 10 percent difference is
explained in the provision of more

.

The various components listed in
Tables 2-4 represent a consensus among
a number of experts as to the elements
required in each level of service.
Also, when examining these cost esti-
mates, it is important to remember
that the figures are averages across
the country. The actual costs will
vary widely depending on the areas of
the country being served.

9
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Cost Variations

Most of the cost studies are in
terms of national, average costs. How-
ever, in reality, the prices for all of
the elements in each program may vary
as much as 100 percent. For instance,
the differences in salaries alone are
as great as 56 percent (excluding
Alaska) between Mississippi and Cali-
fornia (Table 5). Also, price varia-
tions of other cost items are evident
when we compare the consumer price
indices for various cities across the
country (Table 6). Added to this are
the differences within each state
between urban and rural areas which
could amount to 10 percent or even
more.

In short, in addition to the sig-
nificant cost differences that result
from the standards or gquality of pro-
grams (developmental vs. custodial),
there will be a substantial difference
in cost when price adjustments are
computed for each individual state.

why Early Childhood Education Costs
So Much More

|

Why does the cost for day care --
with a developmental~individualized
learning program -- range from $3,400-
$4,000 when we only spend about 51,300
per student on the average (current
expenditure) for elementary and second-~
ary education?

Assuming that an early childhood
education program would operate on a
similar basis as child care in order
to accommodate the needs of working
parents, the explanation for this very
substantial cost difference involves
four factors:

1. School Year - Early childhood
education involves a program
that must run on a 250 to 320
day basis per year. This com-

RIC
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pares to a 180=day school year
in elementary and secondary
education. This factor alone
would account for about 25=30
percent of the differential.

School Day =~ The program would
operate, at least for the chil-
dren of working parents, on a
10-11 hour day compared to a

6 hour day for elementary and
secondary education. This
factor adds another 20-25 per-
cent to the cost.

Adult/Child Ratio -~ The most
significant factor that ex-
plains the cost difference

is the generally accepted

need for adult/child ratios

of 1:5 in the 3-4 age group
and 1:7 in the 4-6 age group.
The HEW study uses a one
teacher, two assistants/five
children ratio. This compares
to a ratio of 25-30 pupils per
teacher in elementary and sec-
ondary education. Meeting
this staffing requirement
accounts for about 50 percent
of the cost difference.

Salary Guidelines - Also, it
was mentioned earlier that the
HEW study uses salary standards
which are considerably below
salaries prevailing in public

,,,,, Since the AFT pro=-
gram envisions a greater use
of certified classroom teach-
ers, the staff-cost component
would have to be increased.
Comparable increases for
paraprofessionals, special
service teachers, and busi-
ness and maintenance workers
would also be required.
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Overall Costs of Early Childhood
Equcation

Estimates of the total cost of
meeting the goal of universally acces-
sible early childhood education can
vary substantially depending on the
assumptions that are made. For in-
stance, if we assume that all 10.4
million of the nation's children age
3~5 (Table 7) were suddenly enrolled
in such a program, the costs, depending
on which level of services were being
provided, could range from $20 to %40
billion a year. This cost would not,
of course, all be federal expenditure.
Eventually, much of the cost would be
picked up by state and local govern-
ments. The American Federation of
Teachers is recommending a federal
start-up figure of only $2 billion.

Current Spending -

However, even
if we make this most extreme assump-
tion, these expenditures would not
represent new monies or resources. A
rough estimate of the total now being
spent on various day-care services
could be as much as $6 billion. This
figure is derived by adding together
federal child-care expenditures (in-
cluding child~care tax deductions) of
$1-1/2 to $2 billion; another billion
dollars or more is provided by other
levels of government; private expen-
ditures by parents of between $1 and
$1.5 billicn; and, another $1 to $1.5
billion representing an average esti-
mate of in-kind donations.

Clearly then, when computing the
total costs for a comprehensive pro-
gram, the nation should remember that,
as parehts and taxpayers, it is cur-
rently spending perhaps as much as 356
billion on various kinds of child care.
For this reason, the overall cost esti-
mates should be automatically reduced
by this amount in order to get a view
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Costs of Facilities, Utilities

and Maintenance - For the last three
years elementary and secondary enroll-
ment has declined by approximately
350,000 per year. Since this decline
is projected to continue through the
decade, particularly at the elementary
level, savings could be achieved by
utilizing, with appropriate remodeling,
this vacant classrcom space. The mag=
nitude of this kind of savings, though
difficult to estimate, could range
between 5 and 10 percent of total cost
estimates.

Staffing Needs - Assuming an
'acceptable' program, as defined by
HEW, could be phased in over the next
five years, the employment of personnel
would average 500,000 to 600,000 a
vear. About 150,000 to 200,000 certi-
fied teachers would be needed each year
through 1980. Of course, without a
significant increase in our training
capabilities, there might be serious
recruitment problems for school dis-
triets. However, in the initial stage,
the problem could be handled by re-
training some of the 150,000~-200,000
elementary and secondary teachers who
are either employed outside teaching
or unemployed. They provide a ready
source as both teachers and program
directors.

Administrative Costs - Another
cost item in current expenditures which
could be reduced substantially under a’
public~school coordinated program is
administrative cost. Presently there
are more than 60 federal programs which
provide funds for early childhood and
day=care programs. These funds are
distributed through as many as seven
departments of a state government.
These funds are then distributed to as
many as 30 to 40 state -and local agen=-
cies which administer the various
programs. A look at the bureaucratic
maze the funds are channeled through
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reveals that only nominal coordination
is attempted or achieved.

Assuming that administrative cost
from federal to local units takes 10-
20 percent of the initial appropri-
ation, a single administrative agency
with a single prime sponsor at the
state and local level could result in
substantial savings. These savings
cculd mean a lower total cost and/or
the possibility of a higher quality
proran.

A Veluntary Program - Another
factor which must be considered when
total estimates are made is the impact
of the voluntary aspect of such a pro-
gram. Many parents will elect not to
enroll their children for a variety of
reasons. While the percentage of work-
ing mothers who enroll their children
will be substantial, perhaps as high
as 80 percent of the 3 million or so
children in this category, the percent
of the children of the other & million
or more might be as low as 50 per-
cent -- for a total possible enrcllment
of slightly over 5 million. Of course,
there is no way to accurately predict
the exact number, but these estimates
illustrate the kinds of factors which
can dramatically affect estimates of
total cost.

In summary, per-child costs for
early childhood education will be al-
most one and a half times greater than
the current average expenditures for
elementary and secondary pupils. This
is primarily due to the need, generally
accepted, for much greater numbers of
trained personnel to insure quality
programs. Another important factor is
the need for a longer school day and
year to accommodate working parents.

When estimates of the total cost
of comprehensive child care are com-
puted, it is important to estimate the
potential nonparticipation in this type

Q
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of voluntary program as well as to
subtract the nation's existing invest-
ment in child care to arrive at a real-
istic estimate of the necessary new
funding. These subtractions would
include current spending of about $4.5
billion on child care; the savings
gained by utilizing empty classrooms
and buildings that are becoming avail-
able as public elementary enrollment
declines; and, the significant net
savings from reducing the high admin-
istrative cost of the present system.

Integral to the issue of cost, of
course, is the question of what kind
of care the public should provide for
children. Custodial service is cheap-
er, but the AFT advocates a develop-
mental approach because of the demon-
strated importance of a child's early
years as the formative period of devel-
oping learning patterns and general
achievement. The AFT has stated these
goals as follows:

It is our belief that high
quality early childhood educa-
tion and day care can help us
begin to solve a number of our
pressing social problems -- it
can help us reduce under-
achievement; it can provide
health and institutional care
for those who might not get it
otherwise; it can bring par-
ents closer to the schools;

it can stimulate school inte-
gration by providing quality
programs at earlier ages.

Such a program can help us
begin to provide universal
education with all its bene-~
fits for all our citizens of
every age.
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TABLE 2

STANDARDS AND COSTS OF DAY CARE: UL DAY IN A CENTER

(Based on centers providing service 10~17 hours a day, 5 days a week)

Levels of (uallty

Minimm

Aeceptable Desirable
hnual hmmeal Annual
cost cost cost
Program Element per pet per
. _Description . child Deseription child _ Description  Child
1. Tood, meals and
snacks, vvvuyin, L omeal and snacks.viiiniinnn 5260 0 meals and snacks,,....iell 8374 2 meals and snacks,,..$374
¢ Transportatlon,.. Provided at pavent expense.,......, Provided by center....o.vsn 93 Provided by center..,, 93
3. MNedical and dental Examination and referral 34 Examination and referral 3 Exaninations, treat- 103
services services, services, ment when not other=
wise available, and
health education,
4, Wors with parents Litcle or nome except on 16 General parent activities 48  Darent education, 112
problem cases, plus limited counseling family-type activi-
services ties, full counsel~
ing services
3, Facilitles and  Space meeting State and L3 Same,veviiviviiiiiinnn, 137 Space providing more 167
utilitles local licensing require- generous room for
(rental) neats, child activities plus

Clothing and other As nECessary....vvervivvricines 19
emergency needs

Supplies and Custodial progran......,.vvuuer, /0
materials
Equipment (amnual oovevinvnndoniii i 1
replacement
costs),
Staff
(a) Classroom, 1 per I0 childreni.iovvivinins 440
professional
at 10,400
(b) Classroom, I per 20 childreniv,viviviins, 512
nonprofes-

sional at 7,040

(¢) Soclal L per 130 children.cvveyersy., 104
service,

profes-

sional at

10,560

f\s nECESSa[}"!iIiiiliiiliili 29

General developmental 88
progran.
i!jiingiin!gl|gqlq 20

1 per 15 ehildren,.ooi,oon, BB
2 PET 1% Chi]dreniilii;ilii 6?2

J. péf 100 Childréﬁluu-u- IOL"

(d) Cﬁmu—'nitv| NQﬁEiI!HHi!!l!n!!i.iliii.i”iuilnnii“dﬂiu-n!i.llil!ui!iil 32

room for work wich
parents,

AS 1RCESSATYsrvviivs, 0
Individualized devel- 131
opmental progran
vivernnendBiini., 20

1 per 15 children..... 648

3 per 15 children,.,. 1024

L per 100 children,., 104

7 wer 100 ehildran. ... 77

b



§0C1aL ger=
vice parent
or health
aides at
7,040,
(¢) DBuslness 2 per 100 children.,.,.\.vvos, 128 3 por 100 children o,.ono 192 3 per 100 childven.,. 192
and
ralntenance
at 6,400
() Special  Urgent need onlye,uvaivinnns 32 L oper 100 children..,ovui 96 7 per 100 children,,, 192
fagource
personnel
(psychelogy,
music, art,
congultants,
etc,) at
10,580,
() Super- 1 per 100 children,..,vo0vo, 128 2 per 100 childeen,........ 256 2 per 100 children,.. 15b
vision at
12,800, )
10, Training Approxinately 10 percent of 120  Approximately 10 percent 192 Approximately 10 per- 232
salary costs ___of salaty costs o cent of salary costy
Total per childiusrvinvrnn 32,016 covvrnvninvenmrrrsrmienener S0 viniinvnarvirinnyr, 33,758

SOURCE:  Child Care: Data and Materlals, Comrittee on Finance, United States Senate, October 1974, G,B.0., p. 1N,
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STANDARDS AND COSTS OF DAY

(Yased on centers providing service 10=12 hours 2 day, 5 days a week)

TABLE 3
CARE: FOSTER DAY CARE SITUATION

Hinimum Auceptable Desirable
”  Amnual T | T Annual
Program Element cost cost cost
pet per per
o Desertption ___child Description _child Deseription child
I, Food, meals and | meal and snacks..vvvvvvenin,$ 178 1 neals and snacks..ovvyii § 267 2 meals and snachs,,....§ 267

1, Trangportation,,,,

3, Medlcal and den-

tal services....,

b, tork with
parents.

5, Faeilities and

utilities (ren-
tal),

6, Clothing and other

emérgency needs,
1, Supplies and
materials,
§. Equipment (annual
replacenment
. costs),
9, Staff:

(a) Day care
nother at
$7,040,

(b) Social ser=
vice profes-
glonal at
§10,560,
Conmunity,
social ser-
vice, parent
ot health
aldes at
§7,040,

(d) Business at

§7,040,

O [e) Spectal re-

sourte per-
sornel, (psy-

Parents responsidle..,vvvevyuseiens Parents respongdble,viv i
Examination and referral 34 Examination and referral 34
services, services,
Little or none except on 16 Ceneral parent dctivities 48
problen cases. ‘plus Jinited counseling
services,
Special maintenance allovance 66 Same......... e 4t
in liew of rent plug central
administrative space,
AS MECERSATY vy ivvvviriinvrrine 09 AS MBCESSAMYsyvinieriviirins 20
Limited developmental,......... 35 Developmental program.,..... 6l
5l!'l!lleli!!;iililiéi!iilliil ]5 ;l'iiiidgii IEANEENEERNR NN 26
| per 5§ children.,,oovvvrvonio, 1408 1 per & childean,,..iieivsy. 1760
! per 150 children,..ovuyovins, 70 1 per 100 children.,.ivinns, 10
Ngﬂeiiili!il!iq!lgilillill.!illg!ilpl lpEr lDD Ehij‘i:en'iil!ll'll 70
2 per 100 childrens,ovvuonseen 128 2 per 100 childpeni.o,inn., 128
Urgent needs onlyuvviviiinnn R0 nnndoninnonnnn 2l

Parents rezpongibdle..eies,

Fxaninations, treat- 103
ment when not otherwise
available and health
education,

Parent education fanily- 112
type activities, full
couriseling services,

SAM8L cvrsivsrtnarsriiins 46
AE HECEESET}'..H;!UHU 29
Enriched developnental., 88
ii!lliidoi;!;ilii!iiiiii 34
1 pEf a Ehildfen-.!@g;;. 1760
| per 100 children....., 106
2 per 100 children.,..... 70
iiii!iidgiiiiliiiiiiiiii 128

4 per 100 children.,.,., 422

[Hoa

o

o

=



Cnology, ou-
slc, art,
consultants,
etc,) at
§10, 560,
(F) Superviglon 1 per 100 children at §12,800, 128 .. .ivdoriiiiioieiniens 256 3 per 100 children..,... 384
at §12,800,
10, Training...,..... Approximacely 10 percent of 176 Approximately 10 percent of 240 Approximately 10 per-  18)
galary costs, salary costs, cent of salary costs,

Tﬂtal;nnnn -HiIi!iii!i.iui.ii.uui!i-:ii-sig,iigljl!lnﬂull i‘i!l linIililll!!li!$3,.2782iii!HHHHH!! Hiililnsagrgizi}

SOURCE:  Ibid,
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TABLE 4

STANDARDS AND COSTS OF DAY CARE: BEFORE AND AFTER SCHOOL AND SUMMER CARE

(Based on centers providing service 10-12 hours a day, 5 days a veek)

Program Element

evels of Quify

¥inimum

Aeceptable

Desirablg

_ﬁﬁﬁl -

cogt
per
Description

_child

Annual

cost

pet
__child

Description

 Annual
coat

per

child

During school months
(40 weeks)
1, Food, meals and
gnacks,
2. Work with parents,

3. Faeilitles,

* 4, Supplies and

materials,
5. Dquipment (anaual
replacenent costs),
6, Personnel:
(a) Day care vork-
ers at $7,040,
(b) Special re-
gOUTCE person-
nel, 810,50,
(¢) Business at
$6,400,
(d) Supervision at
§12,800,
7. Tralning.

)14 ST

i.li.liﬂ.!t§l0!$53

Urgent DnlYiiili!litlll!lijlllﬁ 16

Assume uge of school or other 15

nonrent facilities,
CustGdialllilll!!

IREEEERIRERARE! 35

1 per 25 children for 3 hours.. 8

Nones vraes

[N SR ENRERE A EEERE NN |

l pEf 250 Ehild:en!!!iilllliii! 19
)!llli!!!idG!jillti!lil!!iiiliﬁ 38

IRFEENERNSNE]

Degcription

Snack and bre “fast,.ve e 5125
Supplementary to school 32
services,

SamEgii;iliSsllilitiillliii 15
Developmentalsuvevarvsvers 10

26

iiiiill!c!dﬂyl!lliiili!l!li

1 per 15 children for 3
hours. ,
1 Péf 45I|itllll|iiii|§i!l! 106

1

1 PET 250 Ehildréﬂ;;.--asa- 19

2 per 250 children, o vvivs 38

45

Snack and breakfast,,.....$12).
Supplemeriary to school 32
gervices. _
7 FRPPPRTPPI

Developmental i vuonveiviies 10

il!idaillii‘!l‘!.li! 26

1 per 15 children for 3 141

hours, : -
l PEI 45illiiiiillill!!!ii 106 ]

L per 250 children.,vvvies 19

2 pEI 250 Ehildféﬂli!iiiii 38

SR INE NN AR NN RN RN Y] 45

SOMCE:  Ihid,
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TABLE 4 (continued)

o

STANDARDS AND €OSTS OF DAY CARE: BEPORE AND AFTER SCHOOL AND SUMMER CARE == (Continued)

Levels of Quality

Mininup  Acceptable Desitible |

~ dnnuel Annual
cost cost
per per
Progtam Element  Deseription _  child Description

. Child Description

" el

cost.
per
child

Sunmer Period (12
weeks) :

1, Food, meals and Snacks and 1 meali...vvervennier 562 Stacks and 2 meals...oivivo.i§ B9 Snacks and 2 meals,eiviievsid By

EnEEkSi!‘giilqgi

2, Work with Urgent 0nlyuvvvvevivnvessnnsnes 8 Supplementary to school 24 Supplementary to school 24:

PACENtS. vyiiess services, gervices,

3, Facilities...... Assume use of school or other 30 SaMEu.evvervrsrevrreerserenes 30 S8uuiasisrurenvninsisinnns 30

nonrent facilities,

4, Supplies and Cu8t081a1s s vy ey inveverroverensess 18 Developmental.,.vvvvevsvsrss 26 Developmentalisvevivsvveiven 260

naterials..iiis

5.EQUiPmEﬁt inirndﬂnnngg“iuliunnun 9 lji!!i!idgi;iiliiifiiil!lli!!! 17 uiiiildQliHHH!i_iiiHﬁ!iH 17

(annual replace-
ment costs),
6, Persomnel:

(a) Recreation | per 25 children (8 hours per 64 1 per 15 children (8 hours 104 1 per 15 children (B hours 104

supervisors  day), ’ per day), per day),
at §7,040,

(b) SPECial IE’ Noﬂeji;illii!ﬁll“l!ll!lﬂl[‘iili!iiliil lper 30 chi]-drgrl|ll!!|l|il|i 88 1P-ér 30 childranlli!!flllll 88:

gource per-
gonnel at
$10, 560,

(c) Business at 1 per 250 children,,vevs,wsvvree 6 1 per 250 children.,.viuveres 6 Lper 250 childreniiiiivinss 6

$6,400,

(d) Supervision vuvvvisdosieisiiviviinenieieonns 133 per 250 childrens..uiiiini 38 3 per 250 childrensuverere, 38

at $12,800.

7, Training..vsvoeo. Approximately 10 percent of § Approximately 15 percent of 35 Approximately 15 percent of 35

salaries, salaries, salaries,

6

Tﬂtalillunnlnn|!§i||i!i|'u.ii|1'!ii.ili.!illii!gs—lai.iil!ilililiil"!l!i'”l!'!“".$1|D74‘””l'!"""““““‘““‘513674;

1
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TABLE 5
AVERAGE SALARTES QOF PUBLIC-SCHOOL TEACHERS AS
PERCENT OF NATIONAL AVERAGE, 1974-75

State Percent State ~ Percent
Alaska 142.0 Montana 89.0
California 126.0 Towa 89.0

' New York 125.0 Georgia 88.0
Hawaii 118.0 New Mexico 88.0
Illinois 113.0 Wyoming 88.0
Michigan 112.0 Missouri 87.0
New Jersey 111.0 New Hampshire 87.0
Maryland 110.0 Utah 87.0
Minnesota 109.0 Maine 85.0
Rhode Island 107.0 Texas 85.0
Nevada ' 105.0 Ténnessee 84.0
Washington 103.0 Nebraska 83.0
Pennsylvania 102.0 Louisiana aé.@
Delaware 100.0 Vermont ‘ g82.0
Massachusetts 99.0 South Carolina 81.0
Connecticut 99.0 Alabama 81.0
Wisconsin 98.0 Kansas 81.0
North Carolina 95.0 Tdaho 80.0
Indiana 95.0 _ Oklahoma 78.0
Arizona 94.0 West Virginia 78.0
Colorado 94.0 Kentucky 77.0
Ohio 93.0 North Dakota 77.0
Oregon 92.0 Arkansas 76.0
Virginia 90.0 South Dakota 74.0

Florida 89.0 Mississippi 70.0

SOURCE: EETgrépfve§wéf iéééhefsimSéiépiés;fls74—?Séfahd State Departments
of Education. T
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TABLE 6
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX -~ UNITED STATES AND SELECTED AREAS FOR

URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS, COMMODITY GROUPS,
AUGUST 1975

- - } Apoarel _ Health
B All and Transpor- and
- City _ Ttems  Food Housing  Upkeep _ ‘tation Recreation

U.5. City 162.8 178.1 167.7 142.3 153.6 154.6
Average

New York- 167.5 182.6 173.0 142.0 159.6 159.5
Northeastern ;
New Jersey

Philadelphia 165.6 183.0 171.1 136.0 155.2 159.7

=
[y
o
1

Buffalo 174.6 172 .4 154.7 ll49,6 150.1
Washington 163.4 185.2 162.0 143.7 154.7 158.2
San Diego 162.5 175.4 173.0 - 139.9 157 .4 147.1
Cleveland 162 .4 178.6 158.5 144.6 157.9 164.0
Detroit 161.4 173.8 163.2 138.1 152.4 162.7
Dallas 160.6 175.5 160,2 142.3 161.4 154.7
Milwaukee 159.2 174.9 157.3 152.0 154.7 151.4
Chieago 159.1 176.9 156.8 136.6 156.3 155.7

Los Angeles- 158.8 171.7 163.0 137.3 157.1 149.2
Long Beach

Seattle 157.3 171.6 165.5 138.9 138.9 147.4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labour, Consumer Price Index.
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Table™] ~Population and preprimary enrollment of children 3 to 5 years old, by level, control of program, sge, and race:

United States, October 1974

(Numbers in thousands)

Number in - Enrolled in prepri]ﬁanr - Emrc\"lled, in prgrlgindergarten B Eﬁmllg’dj’ig l;indergaqxieg 77
~ Ageand race* population  Total ~~ Public  Nonmpublic V’Tﬁlae "~ Public ™ Nompublic  Total “Public” Nonpublic.
Total 3~ Syears ... 10,393 4,699 3,001 1,698 1603 422 1,182 309 2,580 516

White . ......... 8,667 3,941 2427 1,514 1,337 291 1,046 2604 2135 469
Other taces ...... 1,73 %9 575 184 %6 130 136 49 44 48
(Black) ......... (1,547) (678)  (526) (152) (221 (121) (106) @510  (405) (46)
dyaars........... 3450 685 178 506 650 159 492 34 2 15
White .......... 2,866 560 118 442 539 108 431 2] 9 12
Otherraces ...... 584 125 61 64 112 50 61 13 10 3 -
(Black) ......... (515) %9 (56) (43) (86) (49 @n (13) (10) 3
dyears........... 3,516 1,322 543 778 865 229 636 457 34 143
White .......... 2938 1,098 402 6% . 134 163 571 364 239 125
Otherraces .. .... 578 224 142 82 131 67 64 3 75 18
(Black) ......... (515) (200)  (128) (73) (118)  (63) (53) (83) (65) (18)
Syeass........... 3426 2,693 2,280 413 88 34 54 2605 2,246 359
White .......... 2,863 2,283 1,907 376 63 20 44 2219 1,887 332
Other races ...... 564 410 373 37 A 13 10 387 359 27
(Black) ......... (517 (379 (343) (36) @) 03 (10) (355)  (330) (26)
- Enrofled 15 peroeut of population
Total 3 = Syears .. .. 45,2 289 16.3 154 4.1 11.4 2048 438 50
White .......... 455 280 17.5 154 34 12.1 30,0 U6 54
Other races ...... 44.0 333 106 154 15 19 285 25.8 28
Black........... 439 340 9.8 14.7 79 6.9 2.2 26.2 30
Jyears.....o..n..s 19.8 52 14.7 189 4.6 14.3 1.0 b 4
White .......... 195 41 154 188 3.8 150 1 34
Otherraces ...... 214 10.4 11.0 19.1 8.6 10.5 22 18 5
Black .......... 19.2 10.8 84 16.7 8.8 79 2.5 20 5
Ayears..........- 37.6 15.5 221 U6 6.5 18.1 13.0 89 4.1
White .......... 374 3.7 23.7 250 5.5 194 124 8.1 43
Otherraces ...... 387 24.5 142 271 115 11.1 160 13.0 3l
Black .......... 39.0 24.8 14.2 29 122 10.7 16.1 126 35
Syears........... 786 66.5 12.1 26 10 16 76.0 65.6 10.5
White 79.7 66.6 13.1 23 7 1.5 7.5 659 11.6
Other races ...... 72.8 66.1 6.6 42 23 1.8 6B.6 63.8 48
Black .......... M2 663 69 45 25 2.0 687 637 49

*Numbers show s for “Black™ are alxo included in “other races.”
NOTE: Details irsy not add to totals because of rounding.

Saurce:' Preprimary Enrollment, October 1974
National Center for Educatlon Statistics
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~e-ommended Standards for Teacher
Education, Certification and
Fraining

In 1968 a mere 1,200 teachers were
trained specifically at the pre-elem-
entary level. By 1970-=71 the number
of degrees granted-had risen to 3,947,
including 3,405 bachelor's degrees,
533 master's degrees, and 9 doctorates.
At that time, at least 106 four-year
colleges and universities had degree
programs in pre-elementary education.
A 1975 Education Commission-of the
States' (ECS) survey shows that, among
the 43 states responding and Puerto
Rico, 459 colleges now offer degree
programs in early childhood education;
209 junior or community colleges offer
two-year associate~in-arts (A.A.) de-
grees; and 654 colleges, in addition
to all california colleges and all New
York state universities, have course
work in the field. These courses in-
clude related work in such areas as:

Child Development or ¥ -
Language Development

Child, Family, and Corawunity
Nursery School Theory znd Practice
Developmental Psychology

Early Learning

Children's Speech Arts

Children's Literature

Educational Psychology
Chservation of PFreschool Children
Fundamentals of Testing
Personality Development
Supervision and Administration

1Y

Obviously, programs have increased
rapidly in proportion to the likelihood
of expanded job opportunities in this
field. Since the implementation of
comprehensive early childhood programs
has lagged far behind expectations,
many trained teachers and paraprofes—-
sionals are available who remain
underemployed, or are working outside
their field or teaching in elementary

67
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hood education.

education. The latter was evident at
a recent United Federation of Teachers'
early childhood conference in New York
where many teachers, trained in early
childhood education but teaching at
the elementary level, expressed disap-
pointment in their inability to find
work in their field of specialization.

A review of the qualifications of
child care personnel required under
present state licensing regulations
(see appendix) exposes the low prior-
ity given to training requirements at
the preschool level. Outside the
publiz schools, most states require
only that "teachers" have a high
aschool education or make the vague
stipulation that they be "equipped for
work required." Of 48 states re-—
sponding to an ECS survey of certifi-
cation requirements, 37 had no certi-
fication requirements for day care
personnel. Eleven states of those
responding had no certification re-
quirements whether within or outside
the schools. In contrast, the impact
of public school spensorship on prep-
aratinn can be seen from the fact
that 22 states require at least an
elementary education certificate for
prekindergarten teaching and 12 more
require additional course work or a
special certificate in early child- ,
This, however,
generally applies only to programs
conducted under the auspices of the
schools.

Unfortunately, state laws are
adapted to fit the situation which
exists rather than what should be ex-
pected., Custodial child care has been
the rule rather than the exception,
employing mostly low paid, untrained
workers. The result is inadequate
programs and a high turnover rate in
personnel which adds to the reduction
in program quality.

The federal govermment, through
the Office of Child Development, has
sought not only to continue this prac-



tice but to give it added legitimacy.
It has funded the Child Development
Associates Consortium (CDA), Inc.
which established a competency-hased
assessment and credentialing system
sentered around six broad, vaguely
defined areas, including the abilities
to:

1. Set up and maintain a safe and
healthy learning environment;

2. BAdvance physical and intellectual
competence;

3. Build positive self-concept and
individual strength;

4. 5i§anigé and sustain the positive
functioning of children and adults
in a group learning environment;

5. Bring about optimal coordination
of home and center child-rearing
" practices and expectations:

6. Carry out supplementary responsi-
bilities related to the children's
programs.

The Consortium developed critical tasks
or "organizers" within these six areas
based on what some early childhood
"experts" feel to be important quali-
ties and abilities of a competent
child care worker. No actual research
has been conducted to prove the
validity of these objectives. Though
there has been continual evidence of
this, a CDA Credentialing and Commun-
ity Relations Department report dated
February, 1975 speaks for itself:

The most recent revision of
the competencies was a re-
view by Marita Allen, Judy
Pokorni and Dr. Bernard
Spodek at the University of
Illinois. According to

Dr. Spodek, the competency
statements are too general
to be used effectively in
evaluating performance in

any one setting with young
children. The observation
procedura and data gathering
are unsystematic, subjective
and, conseqguently, give
little quality contwel. The
team process of decision-
making appears to rely al-
most entirely on the judgment
of the assessors., Acvcording
to Dr. Spodek, the only way
to insure quality contrel in
such a system is to certify
the team members,

One might qguestion how giving a phony
credential to the assessment teams
will make their evaluations any more
valid. Even more ludicrous is the
fact that despite Dr. Spodek's warning,
the CDA board of directors, just one
month later on March 2¥, voted to
begin credentialing.

When the trainer feels a candi-~
date is ready, pexformange is judged
by a four-member team ingluding the
candidate, a parent-community repre-
senative, the trainer and a CDAC
leader. A positive rating by at least
three team members is reguired for
awarding a credential. Exam: +*ien of
this arrangement shows that &' four
team members are likely to have a
vested interest in seeing that the
candidate receives a credential.

Most obvious is the questionable ob-
jectivity the candidate brings to the
rating process. The parént—-community
representative is chosen by the can-
didate and trainer, and therefore

may have personal ties which limit
objectivity. The trainex, who is
responsible for the candidate's train-
ing, may see failure to award a cre-
dential as a reflection an his or her
teaching abilities. Finally, the CDAC
leaders, who may well be affected by
their employer's eagerness to creden-
tial, could be incapable of making
valid assessments.

Further caveats in relation to



the CpDA credential are:

1. The Consortium is urging that any
federally-funded child care pro-
-.gram require a CDA credential,
thus putting certification in
the hands of the federal g:vern-
ment (OCD);

2. Credentialing does not regquire
in-depth knowledge and takes at
most two years rather than the
four-year preservice requirement
for any other level of teaching;

3. The Consortium has discussed the
possibility of recertification,
perhaps every five years, despite
the fact that this is not re~
quired in any other profession.

While CDA board meetings and re-
ports show that field tests have
knowingly heen conducted with too
small a sample to have predictive'
validity, that experts could not agree
on competency of candidates, and that
assessment teams have given candidates
a high rating even where CDA represen-
tatives doubted they were truly
competent to take responsibility for
a group of three- to five-year-old
children, the Consortium has insisted
on going ahead with its credentialing
system. Clearly, this is a slipshod
effort which, if given any credibil-
ity, will continue the use of minimally
trained, low-paid workers in substan~
dard early childhood programs,

The importance of children's
sarly vears to their later develop-
ment demands that high standards he
maintained in teacher education and
certification at the preschool level,
In most other countries where child
care services are well-established
(e.g., France, Sweden, Dermark), the
care of young children outside the
home is entrusted only to profes-
sionals with college preparation. A
minimum requirement for certifica=-
tion should be a bachelor's degree in

education with specialization in early
childhood development from an accredi-
ted institution.

AFT state and local affiliates
should be ingtrumental in beginning
a dialogue with teachers, college of
education faculty, state education
department personnel and state boards
of education to determine proper re-—
quirements for preparation, certifica-
tion and accreditation in early
childhood education and child develop-
ment. Once these new standaxds are
established, teachers who meet thLe
requirements should have the oppor-

- tunity to transfer to such programs.

conducted on the basics of pre-elemen-
tary education, but the following
represent components genirally accepted
at this time. The prospective early
childhood teacher should have a founda-
tion in the liberal arts, including
courses in humanities, social sciences,
natural sciences, and mathematics.
Training in this phase sometimes in-
cludes interdisciplinary coordination
among departments of education, home
economics, social welfare, psychology,
sociology,; anthropology, medicine, and
biolegy. Course work encompasses such
areas as home and family life, dynam=-
ics of human behavior, social move-
ments, genetics, nutrition, psycholegy
of behavior, social class and disad-
vantaged peoples, cultural influences
on human values, and pre- and postnatal
influences on behavior.*

Sociclogical, philosophical and
historical foundations in education
and methods and materials courses
should be among education requirements.
In 1968, A. Eugene Howard conducted an
analysis of ten exemplary early child-
hood college programs and found that

*Characteristics of Early Childhood
Teacher Education, A. Eugene Howard,
Association for Childhood Education
International, Washington, D.C., 1968.
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early chilldhood courses were taken in

lieu of elementary education courses in

four programs, in addition to elamen-~
tary educational requirements in one,
as an area of specialization in one,

as a major in four, and as a minor in
one. It should be noted that special

courses and field experiences in early

childhood were required in each in-
stance. Generally, the earlier field
experience is begun, the sooner stu-
dents discover their suitability to

work with young children and the rela-

tionship between theur: and practice.

Also, preservice programs should
give students a broad working knowl-
edge of child development beginning
with the prenatal stage and including
the social, physical, emotieonal and
intellectual stageszs of early develop-
ment. A partial listing of skills

required further demonstrates the need

for professional training. While we

do not yet have the necessary research

or evaluation techniques to relate
these items to student progress, we
do know enough to assume that early
childhcod teachers must have the
knowledge tc =2nable them to perform
these functions:

1.. Understand child psychology and
its various stages of develop-
ment;

2. Observe and interpret children's
behavior;

3. Enhance development of children's
self-awareness, self-concept and
self-image;

4. Encourage children's adjustment
to new situations and their abil-
ity to learn through problem-
solving;

5. BAid the child in developing lan-

guage, sensory skills and gross
and fine motor skills;

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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6. Lay conceptual foundations in
academic content aruas;

7. Work closely with parents to
cooperatively support parental ef-
forts and wishes in child develop-
ment activities;

8. Provide for individual differences
among children in the classroom;

[in]

Work well with supportive person-
nel;

10. Know first aid procedures;

1ll. Diagnose emotional and physical
handicaps or learning deficien-
cies;

12. Work with the special problems
of the emotionally disturbed or
physically handicapped child.

Degree programs are now offered
through various departments, such as
vlementary education, psychology,
home economics and arts and sciences.
Although we support cooperation among
departments, only a degree which
contains stipulated early childhood
prerequisites through the college of
education should be accepted in the
certification of early childhood
teachers.

AFT local and state federations
are encouraged to review present
early childhood teacher education pro-
gramz in their states, to promote
their upgrading if necessary, and to
inform the national office of their
content. These studies should in-
clude two-year associate-in-arts
degree programs at junior and commun-
ity colleges for paraprofessionals ‘
and aides who ave working to become
teachers as well as four~year degree

Federations should alsc encourage the
development of internship programs
at the early childhood level as an
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additional requirement for beginning
teachers certification.

The following gives a general
outline of typical personnel training
levels in this area.* The "teacher"
and aide qualifications need upgrading
to provide that certified teachers
complete a full four-year program and
thiat aides meet the minimal requirement
of a high school degree.

Personnel training tevels in early childhood education

Position How Recognized  Training Source

Staté ééardi
of Education

!

Doctorate -
Universi’

Master's
Bachelor's
tlegree

Director
Coordinator
Superyisor

Teaching
__Credential

A A, Degree

Teacher ],q

VEGVmWr’ﬁgﬁity and
Junior Colleges

| ——— e

Colleges and U
Professional A< e
School District.

State, County, and
Local Associations

Certificate of |
completion
for course work

!__._ —
|

s |

UritTaorel | On-the job training
C;f Wﬁrk o }’&‘ and exn&rience under
— Vifgglzmzﬁsupewisimn

- Aides
_Vaolunteers

"l

Patterns of Professional Training

While those entering any special-
ty of the teaching profession have
normally come to it straight from
college, the AFT believes that a large
cadre of certified teachers already
exists who are qualified or who could
be trained to work in early childhood
education. Those people may now be
unemployed, employed in child care
outside the schools, or employed in
other occupationz. These teachers
could fill many teaching positiopns to

*Teachers of Young Children, Robert D.
Hess and Doreen J. Croft, Houghton

Mifflin Company, Boston, 1975.
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be made available by passage of legis=
lation such as the Child and Family
Services Act.

Development ui poustsecondary and
inservice programs for professionals
and other positions can be encouraged
through a variety of actions, includ-
ing:

-- a program of incentive grants to
state colleges and universities to
encourage them to include special-
ized undergraduate and graduaie
degree programs in early childhood
education ard child develupment in
their schools of education;

program of incentive grants to
tate junior and community colleges
to provide continuing education
courses and A.A. degrees in early
childhood education and child de-
velopment;

-~ a
5

== the development of retraining pro-
grams for teachers certified in
other areas through formel efforts
in two-year and four-year post-
secondary instjtutions and through
inservice programs

the establishment of training and
demonstration centers to provide in-
service training for professional
personnel prior to and during expan-
sion of early childhood programs;

the implementation of joint efforts
between school systems and post=
secondary institutions to provide
inservice programs for early child-
hood personnel at the school site.

As mentioned, thousands of tea.h-
rg are already certified in early
childhood education and child develop-
ment. However, to avoid a possible
shortage of personnel with thu gradual
expansion of early childhood services
and to offset unemp.ioyment problems,
career ladder programs should be im-



O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

plemented as scon as possible. Teach-
ers certified at other levels uf edu-
cation but interested in working with
preschool children should have oppor-
tunities to.work toward ECE certifica-
tion while continuing to teach at
another level. Unemployed teachers,
child care workers, community people
and others may be hired as paraprofes-
gionals and aides. School boards
should coffer these paraprofessionals
career ladder programs to enable them
to advance toward ECE teacher certifi-
cation. First priority in hiring
preschool teachers should be given to
former school district employees who
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have been laid off but have met the
requirements for these positions.

Inservice training programs, cc -
tinuing education and retraining oppor-
tunities for teachers and paraprofes-
sionals must be provided bv schools,
Sunior and community colleges, and
four-year postsecondary institutions.

By assuring that teachers are pre-
pared in all aspects of child develop-
ment nd certified on that basis, we
may have hope of seeing an end to the
more than one century reign of custo-
dial child care in the United States.



E

CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS AND ADMINISTRATION

: A ) . . . N I, . e
State ?m; - 23 Apency Responsible Tor Certifieation Elementary Certifirate
4 I z f we i : AT e
=52 g0 Twe T©Zg Applicable for Kinder-
&=w 227G ac E g8 garten and/or Prekinder-
¥ 5 g 2 58 Iag o garten Teaching
= mb.S =g gLz —-o
M ] L L= [ I = B = e &
U E ¥.==2 ®3a Bz =z Eg4
L = = I=a LTI =
g g = : G - oas o
[=)-¥ s EJ-¥ oo S O ¥
Alabama Yo Yes Yoy Yes Yes State Department of Education for Wo
nursery school through grade 3 in
puhhc sehoals. Depal tment ni‘ Pvnsums
and Security rlétermi'ﬂes q i
for pt‘rsDﬁnE‘l in uthvr I
Alazkn Yes ay care persgnnel— Health Lmd Em:ml Yes
Services. Kindergarten tvachers
admlmslrnm
Amcrlcan %.mm.i Na reply
Arimmi No You No Yos No ‘:mu(' L)E partment of Ttluugtmn \ES
Sekan: as No Yo N \u Nu State Unparlmpnl of F(lumlmn Yes, but must be
accumpamwl by 15
hours in early
childhood educa-
tion courses,
including practice
to pet K-6
certificate
California Yes b No Yes No Culitmrnia Commission for Teacher Yes
Pre [mmnfm and anensmg
Colorado Licens- Yes No Nu No State DE;}artmént of F dutatmn Yes
ing ct s kindergarten teachers.
require- ‘me " Dep.artment of Social Services
ments es day-care personnel
quahiuatlm}s for llwnsmg purpim-
Connecticut Nao reply
Delaware No Yes No C Depﬂrtm,nt nf Public Ineruetmn
Flotida No Yes No State Jppartment of ]:.(lL!L‘dtl()n Yes
Georgia No Yes Yes No Yes Divisinn of Teacher Certification, Yes
Demrtment of qumtum
Guam Na reply
Hawaii No Yes Yes 3 Yes Yen
(for only DOE- administered 1t!m|x115ﬁ=red prngmms
programs) cation is not rmlulred but
1 £ wquned
in urder for the program to receive
D'%'BH hm-n o to operate
Idaho Nuo reply
Tllinois No Yes Nao Yes No Office of the = upmmtendmh of Puhllr Elementary certifi-

O
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cate valid for K-8,
Early childhood
certificate valid

for prekindergarten

Instruction
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State

chers s

ndergarioen

EF e R g R o)

Prekindergorien
. Paraprofessionals

i Addministrators

Agency Hesponsible for Certification

ementary Ueriificate
Applicable fur Hinder-
garten and/or Prekinder-
garten Teaching

Irvehiatia N Yes Nn Yos Nis Division of Teacher Edueation and Yes
Certification, State Department of
Publie Instruction
lawa Ho Yes No Yes No Deparlmvm of Public In%lrudmn Yes for kmdi!r-
garten, No for
prekindergarten
Kansas Yes Yus Yes Yes Yos IM} care and pn‘kmdergarten personnel--  Yes for kindergarien,
Department of Health; kindergarfen No for pre-
pursunnel‘—L)Epartment. of Edueation kindergarten
Yes Na N No Division of Teacher Education and Ye
Certification, State Department of
F‘dumtmn
Laruisiama Na Yos "Jn Yes No Emh- Department ul‘ l"ducatmn Teach:: th
elerneni; v certifi-
cate plus sine
specialized hours
in ECE can get
kindergarten ar
prekindergarten
certification
M’nlw No YPS Yes No State L‘L‘;mrtmun( Q{ qucutmn Yes

r\l md P*-n n\pl\

Massaclhusetts R
'ﬂthlLAn No Yes No Nao Yes
.vlinnusnlu No Yoy No Teuch- No
05, YOS,
Aﬂmln
Missasippi No \n
NO ‘n-.e. No Y os Noy te Department of Elementar Yes— Emﬁnhr}’
Secondary Education and state- certificate still
teacher training institutions certify applicable to
kindergarten personnel, kindergarten.
State Department of Elementary and Certification
Secondary Education certifies early requirements in
childhood special education teachers. early childhood
ion aof Wellare licenses edueation pre-
day care programs kinderg’arlér’l through
primary being
developed. Certifi-
atmn reqmremmts
3 t:hxldhcmd
5P
adﬁpled 1974
Montana MNe Yes, in No No No State Superintendent of Puhhc Yes
puhlu Instruction
M!hmska No Yes No Yis No Nehraska State Dv;‘ rtment of Education.  Yes
Privately owned prekindergarten
programs do not necd certified teachers
74
o =



State

{Daw Care
{ Persannel

orofessionals
. Prekindergarten

| Kindergarten
! Teachers and
i administrators
| Kindergarten
! Teachers and
 administrators

| Pura

Apency Responsible for Certification

Elementary Certificate
Applicable for Kinde
garten and/or Prekinder-
garten Teaching

Nevada No reply
New Hampshire No No No Nao State Department of Education Yes
New Jemey No reply
New Mexico No Yes Yeos No Ho State Department of Education No
New York No Yes No Yes No State Education Department and cities Yes
of Buffalo and New York
North No Yes No No No Department of Public Instruction No
Carolina
North Yes Yes No Yes No Kindergarten—Stzte Department of Yes, with addi-
Dakaota (public Public Instruction; day care— tional course work
schools) Welfare Board in the area of
_ kindergarten
Ohie Mo Yoz Yes No No Kindergarten teachers, administrators No. Teacher must
and paraprofessionals—Department have a kinder-
aof Education garten-priniary
certificate
Oklahoma No Yes No Yes No Teacher Education and Certitication Yes
section of State Department of
Education
Oregon No Yes No Y No Teacher Standards and Piactices Yes
Commission and State Board of
Education
Pennsylvania Yes Yes No Yes Mo Htate Department of Education
Puerte: Hico No Yes No No o ..ate Department of Educalion Yes
Elamen
tary
certifi-
cate
inelud-
ing
eredits
in early
child-
haad
Rhode Island No Yes No Yes No State Department of Education
South No Yes No Teach- No State Department of Education Yes, provided ad-
Carolina ars, yes. ditional course
Admin- work (six hours) is
istra- completed within
tors, no 24 months follow-
ing employment 15
a kindergarten
teacher
No Yos No No Nao State Divisior. of Elementary and Yee, with recom:
Secondary Edueation mendation for
early childnoud
irses for pre-
lergacten
aing

O
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Slate

Dhaw Care
Prrsonme]
- Paraprofessionals

| Kindergarten
i Teachers and
! Kindergarten

L; Admin

Elementary Certificate
Applicable for Kinder-
garten and/or Prekinder-
garten Teaching

Apency Responsible for Certilication

| Prekindergarten

- Tearners and
Audministrators
Prekindergartin
Paruprofessionals

i
i

=
#

Tennessee

Nao

State Department of Education Yes, with addi-
ional endorsement
in K-3

Teaeh-
€@rs, yes.
Admin-
istra-
Lors, no

Texas

No, Texas has
kindergarten
endorsement built

No Texas Education Agency

However, no
specific prepa-
ration is required

bel indergarten

Utah No reply
Vermont s Yes Yes, Yes istate Department of Education
if can quanfy fora
:ﬂld kindergarten or
ried early hood
endorsement on
the «lemetitar v
cerlificate
is
publie
school
Virginia No Yeos No Yes M Certification of teachers under i
Department of Education
Washington No Yes No No Na State Department of Education Yes
(43.9%, (public certifies public-school kinde: -
schools) garten teachers
Wos No Yes Na No No State Department of Fducation No, must have en-
~irEinia dorsement for ECE
Wiseonsin Dption- Yes N Option- No Department of Public Instruction No
al al

Wyoming Nu

Source: Early Childhood Prog

A State Burvey
Fducation Cormissicn of the States, April

Yes, with additicn
of one course in
education with
emphasis on kinder-
zarten teaching

Certification and Placement Division of
the State Department of Edueation

Nao Ne¢

7 .

LR

1974~
1975



QUALIFICATIONS OF CHILD CARE CENTER

REGULATION!

Quglifications of direrior s 'hil deng ol erer staft examination
—— = s — S e e FRQUI PR =
Miri- HRA ==
BT NI L I Iin- Al -
State age  Eduration and ¢4pericnci age Dducatior apa e ciaene frally ally

Alabama!. ... . . High schaoal or equivalent; coliege train- ........ figh - koot or eguivalent L. B b
ing i more than 30 childrex in center;
3 manths experience.

Alaska. ... .. ... 21 Hig'' :hool or group child care experi- .......... e = x
enae,

Arizona 21 . e L I (M &)

Arkansas'. . .. 21 Highschool. . ... ... ......... © 416 Ahit nytoreadandwrlte_._,x,_,,,_....; b Q)

California i 18 High school plus 12 semester units in 18 Te.cher -High schoo! or equivalent, X M
early childhood education plus courses ar enrallment in high school plus 2
in administratian plus experience or -ars oxperience, and 12 units in early
college dagree, chilannod education completed before

_ or after employment,

Colorada i .. . 24 college eredits in child development, # 19 Group leader—Bachelor's degree or X X
psychology, sociology, nutrition, pre- other combinations of education and
school or daycare administration, plus experience, or 36 months experiance,

) oxperience.

Cannecticut . High school or equivalent plus 1 year ex- . Program assistant—High school or X b4
perience and pursuing further prepara- equivalent and pursuing further prapa-
tion, or 20 years service as program ration, or 20 years service a3 program
director. assistant,

Delaware .. ......... 21 High school pius formal training in early 8 18 Teacher-High school or equivalent X *
childhood development plus 3 years plus 1 year experience plus 2 codrses
experience, or 4 year college degree in early childhood development or
in early childhood development or equivalent, or 4 year college caurse in
equivalent plus 1 year cxperience.t early childhood development plus 3

months axperience.
intant staff—Training or experience in
infant care,

District of Columbia... . ...... Equipped for wark by ' -+ ‘ng and ex- ........ Equipped for work by training and ex- (%) Q)
perience. perience. o

Florida....... e AO . . O (“') (im

Georgia ... . ) Recent trammg in child devalopment (" Cumpletmn of recént child care training N

~and/or experience. (within 3 years).

Hawaii...... . (') 4 years college plus 2 years experience, (1) Teacher-—Bachelor's degree with either X x
or 2 years college plus 4 years experi- . ses in early childhood development
gnce. v axperience, or 2 years college with

training in early childhood education,
orcompletion of in- servicetraining pro-
gram in early childhood education.
Assistant teacher=-High school, or other
relevant education, or experience 7

ldaho....................... ... Equipped for work required. ... ......... ... . Equipped for work required.. (M)

inois. . ............... 21 2 yearscollege, or high school or equiva- 1521 C"¥id care worker—-same as director. . X Q]
lent plus either 3 years experience or Assistant to child care worker - hlgh
plan for acquisition of 2 years college school or equiva'ent, or training in
credits. child care.

Teacher and other professionals—
Required certificaiion or license to
oractice.

Indiana, .......... 71 In center - hicensed for more thas 33 - 13 Hesd teacher -Saaters formoare than 30 ¥ Y
childran -4 years college inchiding childran -2 years e¢2allagz with o
courses ri eurly childhood education or ine .y childhasd education or rela

related area plus 1 year experience,
or combination of education and 2xpe-
~ rience which yields the equivalent.

In centers licensed for 30 ar less chil-
dren- 2 years, college  including
courses in early childhood education

or relaterd plus 1 year expuiience, or
work experignce or combination of
education and experience which yiclds
the equivalant.
Demonstrated administrative

abilityt

1E‘.ee footiiotes at end o! table.
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area pidys 1 year expsariencs, or wark
expericnce ar comhbination of educa-
tion and experience which yields the
equivalent.

Head teacher - Centers for 3U or less
High school plus qualifying work ex-
péripr‘LL

Tear -All centars High school or
vquwment niug present enrollment in
approved child care course, or work
grperience as part of approved 2-year
oG trse of study in child care, or 1 year
experience as child care worker in
licensed center or other bona fide pra-
school educational facility.

Child care warger - Ability to read, write

and coumnt,

Infant-toddler personnel---May substituls
completed RN or LPN training and gx-
perience in nursery or pediatrics ward
of Ilrenaed thpltal for education and

2 ff caring for

olier children.

STAFF REQUIRED UNDER STATE LICENSING
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QUALIFICATIONS OF CHILD CARE CENTER STAFF REQUIRED UNDER STATE LICENSING,

REGULATIQNS CDntmued

Medical

DLHIH ¢ u!lun' of (HrEct(‘jr Quallhm!mw nl‘ cher staff axamination
—— — e ———————— - ——— e — reqmrede
Min. M- rii= —
mum T ini- Annu
State age Edueation vl e -‘;Lrngncf‘ age Education and Eiperlente tially ally
lowa.. . ... .. .. 16 Equipped for work required. .. ...... 7., 16 Equippead for work raquired ¥, . X (&0}
Kansas..... 18 Incente.s .censed for 10 orl-ﬂs%fmldrm N 18 Teacher -Sam2 as for diractor of ceater X xR
under v years (or 12, 4 and 5 year olds, for 10 or lessor 11 to 23, )
part-day)--6 months teaching experi- Assistant teacher - High schaalorcollega
ence, or 5 approved observation ses- study in child develop-nant or equiva-
sions in approved center plus atiend- lent {rairing courses. )
ance at either 1 approved workshop Teacher- Infant/toddler- -Same as for
and 1 staie-wide professional meeting director of center for 10 or less, or
or 1 Z.day workshop, or 3 semestar L.P.N. degree plus 6 months experi-
hours academic study or equivalent ence in pediatrics or in center serving
training course in child development infants/toddlers, o -~
plus either supervised student obser- Teacher-—-5chool age children--5ame as
vations or 3 months work experience, for director of any center, or bachelor's
Eleven to 20 chlldren under 6 (or 24, 4 degree. , B
and 5, part-day)—5 observation ses- Teacher—Developmentally disabled chil-
sions plus 1 year E":EEI'IEFICE ar 7 dren-—Same as for director of any
semester hours or equivalent training center or for infant/toddler teacher
courses plus student teaching or work plus academic work or equivalenttrain-
experience. ing courses relevant o program de-
Over 20 children (or over 24, 4 and 5, velopment for the disabled child plus
part-day}—12 semester hours or equiv- not be parent of any child eprolled in
alent training courses plus 3 years the unit to which assigrad.
experience, or assnciate's degree or 2 Cons ultant-‘DEvelapmentally disabled—
year certificate in child devslcpmenl Professional requirements of special-
2ars experience, or bachelor's ized service to be rendered.
@ in child development, or bach-
elor's cegree in related area plus 12
hours or equivalent training in child
development plus student teaching or
& months work experience.
Kentueky .. ... .. ... . Equipped for work required . .. ........ ... ... .. Equipped for wark required. . X M
Lomsiana........ .............. High school preferred, ;.;..H|gh5chua|preferud(.,.,.._....;,...,;X =
Maine. . ... .. 21 2 years college plus course in early ........ Teacher and assistant reacher--high X *
i valapmeant (or employ schonl or equivalent.?
# snqualified). If employed
before March 1, 1969, high schaol or
equivalent plus 6 rm;mths experience
plus course or workshop in early
childhood development.
Maryland 21 Centers licensed for 40 or maorz chil: # 21 Senior staff —High school or eguivalent X *
dren--College graduztion with zpacial- plus 64 hours early childhood educa-
ization in early childhoud development tian plus intant to cantinue training.
or related plus 2 years pri o
teaching experience ol -
strated zbility to work with parents
and other adults in « mmunity or
college graduation, pivs teaching ex-
perience plus 64 hours in early chi'd-
hood education plus demonstratnd
ability to work with parents and other
adults in community plus intent to
continue training.
Ceniers for 21 .o 40--2 years college
plus 64 hours in =ariy childhood educa-
tion plus intent to continue training.
Centeistor 5 to 20- nigh schaol or equiv-
alent plus 64 hours early childhood
education plus intent to contirue
training.
if employed prior to promulgation of
regulations, imust meet requirements
for '*6-20"" within 3 years (1974). )
Massachusetts. ... .. tligh schoal or equivalent plus 3 years 2 16 igh schaol or eruivalent plus cither X ()
ﬁxpnrrenrn plus 4 coursas in early dagrea with majr - in ear'y childhood or
zhildhoed sx:‘- tion, or 1 year of col- 1 course in child development plus
lege plus 2 experiance plus 1 olan far continving study.
cours? in eariv hildhood #ducation,
{f emuicved bP».fL ZSept. 21, 1972 and
raeets neither of ak ave gualifications,
=ust complete 1 ¢ proved course in
child  davelopment within 2 wvears
(Sept. 19.4
Michigan. 2 years coli f e r i treeEe mr e r e e e b

See footnotes at erd of tap




QUALIFICATIONS OF CHILD CARE CENTER STAFF REQUIRED UNDER STATE LICENSING
REGULATIONS—Continued

(’gu \hlu \Ilnn 5 uf diractar

Qualifications of other

staft

Mizdieil

Mini-
FIim
State age
Minnesota e 18
Mississippi
Missouri., .............. . .
Montana
Nebrasha 20
Nevada .. ... ..... .. 21
New Hampshire !, 21
New Jersey. . ...
Qe footno*es at end of &

ERIC
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. Apﬂrnpnatély qualified

M-
muri
#ge

Education and experienca

Administrative and supervisory experi-
ence ar capability; teacher qualifica-
tions, if also teaching.

. 60 hours CDHEQE mcludmg coursas in
education or rejated fields. 2 years
experience may be substituted for 1
year education.

2 years college credit in child dEVLle
meant ar related area, or high schoci or
equivalent plus attendance at approved
training program within 2 years pre-
ceding anolication and every year
thereaf: .

2 years training or 2 years experjence. .,

High school or equivalent...............

. Professional knowledge training and ex-

perience in education, child psychal-
ogy or social work. Quahficatmns cf
head teacher, if responsible for educa-
tional program.

le.

79

15

. Appropriately qualified.

[
=)

o2l

88

Education and ﬁxpwlgnce

Tea..wr—Post secondary certificate in
Child Development Assistant Training
Program (minimum of 1080 hours)
plus 1 year as assistant teacher plu;‘ 1
approved child development traini~
course, of 2 years as assistant teach »
plus 3 child development trairior
courses, or bachelur's degres
accredited institution with & chy A oo
velonmant courses plus
or a;v;tm;;hagé program experience, or
degree in child development or nurs-
ery education from aceredited institu-
Yign plus infant/toddler program ex.
erience (if caring for this age groun-,

- State nursery cducation certifica-

-1 plus experience (if caring for
=fant/toddlers), or compliance with
‘CD Child Developmeant Associate com-
Jgetency level requirements,

Teacher - Infant/Taddler only--3 years
as licensed family or group family
daycare provider plus 3 child develop-
ment courses.

Teacher—-School-Age only--State ele-
mentary aor secondary education certi-
cation.

Assistant teacher - Postsecondary cer-
tificate in CDAT Program plus infant/
toddier program experience (if caring
for this group), or 6 months as child
care assistant or student teacher plus
3 approved child development courses,
or 2 years post-secondary education
plus 3 approved child development
courses plus experijence (if caring for
i.fant/toddler group).

Assistartteacher—Infant/Toddleranly -
& momns infant/toddler experience as
licensed family day care pr-.vider plus
3 approved child davelopment courses.

Assistant teacher—-School-Age only- 1
year experience asteacher

ground |eader or in related area.
Child care assistint (Aide)--High school

vocational child care training course, nr

orientation traiping course in center.

Eqmpped hy EdUtZatIDﬂ
experience.

Agreement to participata in frammg pm
gram within first year of employmert
and every year thereafter.

Professional fraining in early childhood
deveiopment and education desirable.
Teacher—High schooi or equivalent
Head teacher—NMNew Jersey
school certificate plus 2 years nursery
teaching experience, or New Jersey
{eachar's certificale with nursery
school endorsement plus 2 years éx-
parience under qusalified nursery
teacher, )
Group teacher—2 years college, 15
credits in nursery curriculum and
child development plus 1 year experi-
ence, or 15 credits in early childhood
development and enrolled in college
fus 2 years experience,
Assistant—High schoal or
school graduate, or parent.

sacgondary

aiaminalion
N requirgéd—
Ii- 7Am‘ll;l;
tmlly ally
X &)
e Ty
infant/t. iv
saide, play-

e (9 )
tramlng, and = X
-4

X *
X @)
b4 4
nu-sery x X
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QUALIFICATIONS OF CHILD CARE CENTER STAFF REGL' -

RECU LATIC)NS ————— (;ontmued

Quahficatinns of director

ANER STATE LICENSING

Quanfications of other staff

miuyrm
State ]

Naw Mexica. . .... ... .. ... .
New 7. rlgi1 e w2l
h ' 21
Merth Dakoty oL
o &
Oklahoma ...
STTUST 21
Pennsylvania........... 21
Rhode Istand. . ..., P
Sauth Carolina.............
South Dakota........... 21
Tennessee
Texas..... .........
Utah ...
Ve nont . 12
Virginia ... ... ... R
Washingtan. .. 21
West Virginia . 21

See footnote

Mini-

Erlurﬂlmn andl c:xprsm:rme

. Equnpped for work required..............

. Experience

Caollege graduate with major in early
childhood education.®

Literate.

. ngh sghfml .
2 years cnllegp with c’uld devalupmvnt

courses, or 2 years experience plus
high school. )

High school, or equivalent educatjon and
experience.

Centers for over 30 children--3 years
college with emphasis on child devel-

pment or related, or 3 years expe-

rience.

Thirty or less children--2 years college
with emphasis on child development
or related, or 2 years experience.

eru
hurm
age

2]

le L.

2 years rollege with 12 credits in child ..

development, or 2 years junior college
with major in child deveiopment,

in adrministration.
sion 3l preparation in appro,

. Equipped for work requirad

High school ar equivalent, plus 3 y.
experience.

.. High schrnl ar equivalent plus 2 years
éxD@riEnCé. or callege graduati@n.

at end of table.

Df E‘C]IJI\HIF‘FIC_] cvrhf:rita in3 y

. Reasonable Knowledge of child grawm

~andl develapme "
1 year experien. . or satisfactory com-

ian of traimig and experiencea,

éri rrn,or QFByF‘JF" exparionc &
ngh Schf‘ﬁl . . e

d developmﬁwf

profes- ... .
ate field,

19

. 'Groun

. Equ wned

. His

Education and EKPEFIEHLE

Madical
examination
required=—

fni-
tistly

Annu-

ally

Equnpged tor wgrk reqmrt:i e

Group head—High scheal plus
perignce.

Group head for infants . e

months—Same, or formal i uiing

infant care or experience with ad-

thorized child care agency.

F

- Hugh welisol or sompletmn of child care

trainirg ; -ogram,

High schoal, or equivalent education and
experience,

Head teacher—Centars for over 30 chil-
dren—2 vears college with emphasis
on child development or related, or
2 years experience.

Head teacher 30 or less children =-High
school or equivalent, or 1 year expe-
Fieicae,

Teacher—All centers—High schoal or
equivalent. or 1 year experience.
Other professional staff-—All centers--
Appropriate State licensing require-

ments

supervisor- Pre-school--High
school us 1 year experience plus
college credits or equivalent accept-
able training in early childhood educa-
tion.

Group supervisor—School age—High
school plus 1 year experience plus
college or equivalent training in ele-
mentary education plus abilily, in:
terest and experience in arts and
crafts, music or recreational skills.

Assistantgroup supervisar--High schoal,
or 2 yrars experience as center aide.

Aide— glk‘. years education plus . years
experienﬁé, or combination of train-
ing and experience, or completion of
appraved training program.

. Head teacher—Bachelor's deyree pref-

erably with major in early childhood
educatio=, or combined education and
experie .

Assistal . .e2acher--High school plus 2
years higher education or equivalent
life experiences.

Social worker—Bachelor's degree with
major in sociclogy or related, prefer-
ably with social work experience.

Equipped for work required

Supervisar—High schoaol or equnvaleﬁt
or bachelor's degree in early childhood
education or relatlea. or 3 years experi-
ence in center which meets South
Dakota licensing standards.

Assistant- Completion of 1 child care
training course, or 1 year experience.

Teacher —High school or equivalent,
Aide -Ability to read and write,
r work requirad

. Reasonal.Je knowledge of child growth

~and daveloprent.
Farma! training and/ar . ark exparience |

Eg p}:ed for work requlrt a7

Ejuipped for warlh roquired ..

*

Q)
X

X

(’H)

X
4

XX . X
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X X

™
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QUALIFICATIONS OF CHILD CARE CENTER STAFF REQUIRED UNDER STATE LICENSING

Qualchootions aof ather statf o amtin
—_ e JE— e e e s s e — e resjirrd=
Mirii- Mip- = ——— s
- mum fhum liti- Annu:
State anae agae Edueation aned exporience tially ally
Wihuaisn . 21 High school ar equivalent plus | ap- 13 Completion of child care course, or, X e
praved coudrse in child development if parent on slaff of parent co-op,
and, if 9 ar mare childrea enrolled, "4 hours Lraining, or, if nursery school
2 yaars higher education wit’ 1 course taachear, possession of Wisconsin nurs-
in child development, or approved ary teaching certificate or evidence
in-service training coursa plus 1 course of meeling qualilications for samae,
in child deveinpmant,
Wyamingt . .. ... . Equipped for work required. Training in . . . . Training in early childhood education or =
early childhood education or related related area suggested for at least 1
area suggested (if no other staff meni. staff member.
, ber so trained),
HEW  Recommanded (*) Mecessary day care facility management 18 Caregiver --Ability to read and write plus X "
Gujdes for Day Care skills plus ability to effectively relate qualifications or experienceé to carry
Licensing. to parents and community plus ability out a program emphasizing child de-
and willingness to provide child care velopment. If 30 or more children
program which meets slandards set enralled, at least one staff member in
farth in "‘Guides.” the facility at1 .2t 50 % of the time the
cenfer is oper aust have Bachelor or
AssociateArts ¢egree plus 12 semaster
hours in child .inavelapment of related
field, or high ool or equivalent plus
. 3 years expe ixnce, or Child Develop:
Seurce: Uhild Cire -2 and Materials, Cormittee on Finance, n;égf,:‘if;;d ;‘:‘;gg""%atg?;;' Fsér;élfai
United "uat nate, October 1974 certifica®..n Jrogram exists.
1 Applicable to staff in coneers cafing for children 214 and over; in " 1f the nursery is licensed as a “'school” there must be 1 teacher who is

Arkansas, 3 and over; . _ateuritia, 2 and over; in New Hampshire, 3 and a high school graduata an:f L.as college credits.
gver; in Wyaming, 2.ani aver W Eve ars.
216, if under adult sugervis. ) 16 for assistant teacners,
1TH egam required anually, 1n Massachusetts, svery 3 years; in Washing. If gver 65 ar has health problem: otherwise, avery 1 years.

ton, every 2 years. it kindergarten progiam provided, must be staffed by certitied teacher
49F not under adult sug = oan, Aides.

& Every 6 months, if ¢+ v vary 2 years; annual TE exam. . . .
%16 far aides. Staff records must include current health card issued or approved by
Tif high school graduate wi' it * . =ing in early zhiadhood development, local county health department.

must employ educational gor .U i Eyery ¥ years with serology: annual TB exam.

" Teachers and persons in ni g 31 99,0t meowe . !4 for aides; 16 for = Age, sdlcation, experience data applicable to centers receiving public
other Infant staff, funds.

¢ Annual health certificate v2- 07~ © 35 ual exam recemmended. = if alsa responsible for dyily pragram . clivities.

i Anpual blood test and TH exain. - 11ual physical for facility apu-atars, M Group he d group assistants who are not qualified by academic
11 At |east 1 persan 21 or over must e present in center during hours of degree or teaching certificate; 17 for aides; 18 for infant group assistants.
sarvice. ar

o vt supervising children.

iz Ng person under 18 shall assume sole respaonsibility for children. %2 Applicable to full-time facilities, o

11 At least | regular stalf member between 18 and 65. 11 Physical exam recommended; TB exam required.

" Maf’ be required # Limited number may be between 18 and 21. .

1 Child care warke 1 Supervisors; 18 for assistants; 14 for student helpers. . .
1 Eyary 2 years % Younger aldes may be used hut canngt be counted in adult-child ratio.

: 18 for assistants; 14 for st nt helpers.

1 If airector sefves in canacity of istrative executive only, he need i 16, if part e and under adult suparvision.
riot meeat education and esxpérience rrg nents relating te early childhood mEyll-time staff; psrt-time aides wilh work permits may be younger.
education but must hire head teachy: «he does. i Lacally apphicahle legal aye af majority,

1% Parsonnel having responsibility -us a group of children; however, per: sAnnual health status review required, T8 exam recommended,

sonnel in charge of infant/toddler group must be 21, Mote: Current as of Mar. 15, 1974.
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THE POTENTIAL OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
TO OFFER FLEXIBLE PROGRAMMING

Critics of the idea that the
public school system should deliver
early childhood services often base
their opposition on claims that
schools are rigid and inflexible. A
simple review of the facts will show
that such allegaticns are groundless.
To begin with, the scope of public
school service has constantly cn-
larged to meet the demands of an ever
expanding public school citizenry
Though schooling was once the privi-
lege of only the wealthy, public
education began in the early 1800s
by offering elementary education to
the masses, regardless of social or
economic status. This role first
broadened *o include secondary and
post~secondary schooling, followed
more reﬂéntly by special education
and §re=pr1mazy prugrams. Educational
opportunities in the United States
now exceed those in any other country
in the world -~ quite a feat for a
"rigid" institution.

Charges of infl xibility iu ke
schools' curriculum are as difficult
to back up. From the three R's, we
have gone full cycle. Any topic from
basket weaving to drug abuse to yoga
to values clarification can be found
somewhere in various school curricula.
When the public felt the schools'
responsibility was to develop the
'whole individual" rather than simply
teach basiz skills, the institution
responded. It responded not only with
a broadened curricula but with more
modern approaches, as exemplified by
the new math and linguistics programs.
In fact, so eager were the schools to
meet the public needs, that many
hastily conceived programs were imple-

‘mented before they were properly

tested. The result, in many cases,
was fallure.

why then, critics will respond,
are there only about 1,300 documented
alternative schools out of more than
90,000 public schools, if the schools
are so flexible? There are several
reasons. Options and innovations
increasingly have permeated classrodm
activities in the regular school,
lessening the nx! for separate
schools. The U.... Office of
Education's Wational Diffusion
Network underscores this fact in a
200-page booklet published this year
describing recent innovative programs
that have been found to work in the
public schools. Purthermore, both
parents and school persomnel wisely
have become more cautious about
eliminating proven programs for those
which are still of questionable
effectiveness. The puizlic's desire
to establish the educational validity
of programs is reflected in the grow-
ing national movement to return to an
enphasis on basic skills.

Thus, even a brief look at public
education shows it to be in a contin-
uous state of flux. Changes do not
occur overnight, nor could they in
any other setting. For one reason,
thz effects of new programs upon
children must first be evaluated.
Secondly, abandoning an invesiment.in
books, materials, training »nd the
like is warranted only after careful
review. The schools, like any public
agency, are accountable for expendi-
tures of public ronies. Finally,
schools are responsible for servicing
entire communities and programs must
be broadly reflective of camunity
heeds.

In one place or another, the
public school system has already
demonstrated its ability to provide a
variety of forms of camprehensive
early childhood service: 1) A look at
nmost kindergartens and primary grades
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will show an active concern beyond
children's intellectual developnent
to their social, amtional and
physical well-being. A discussion
with any elementary teachor will
reveal skills in these latter areas
of which the public is often unaware.
Farly childhood teachers and support
personnel would be able to bring
simiJarly broad expertise to children
even sooner through preschool pro-
grams. 2) For years, schools have
been concerned with nutrition arxl
have reqularly employed full-time
nutritionists or dieticians. 3) Home-
based programs operate in connection
with public schools in Yakima,
Washington; Waterloo, Iowa; amnd
Chicago, Illinois; among others.

4) Schools are gaining experience in
early screening. diagnosis and
préscrlpt:mn procedures, particularly
in the field of special education.
'These services should ultimately be
extended to all children fram birth.
Parcnts' rights are protected, some-
times through state legislation, to
challenge diagnostic assessments.

The Brookline Early Education Project
in Brookline (Mass.) Public Schools
creates a partnership between the
education and medical professions,
providing medical and psychological
diagnosis and remediation, when
necessary, during the child's first
six years of life. 5) The use of
social workers, counselors, psychol-
ogists, psychiatrists, and medical
personnel is established practice in
the public schools.

All of these factors cambine to
deronstrate an internal capability
in the schools to provide a variety
of early childhood services, Turther
diversity is possible by contracting
with other agencies or institutions
which meet proper standards, such as
family day care hames,group day care
homes, day care centers, community
health services, ard so forth.

Some questions the community may
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achool board in
might

want Lo raise with thoe
setting goals and priorities
bxe:

1. How soon developmental
screening will begin (it
iq often recommended that

s proooss bogin at birth)

T
.

At what age child care
services will be available
through the public schools
on a voluntary basis;

3. Wiether extended child care
will be offered beyond
reqular school hours and for
how long;

Whether early childhood and
child care programs will be
available on a year-round
basis;

The desirability of programs
which are outside the school
setting, such as home-based
or family day care homes;

6. Whether within a camprehen-
sive child development pro-
gram, emphasis should be
placed on any particular
camponent e.qg., cognitive
and affective development,
socialization skills,
physical development, etc.

Within a flexible structure,
however, it is essential to develop
cantmulty between preschool programs
and primary grades. Where there is
lack of such coordination in most
current programs, preschool gains have
been shown to diminish by age seven,
eight or nine, Developmental programs
must be designed to continually build
upon acquired skills and abilities.

Programs for youy children are
xmnized to differ in many ways
frc:m what we normally think of as
"schooling." Play, for example, has




been found to be a necessary component
of early childhood programs, valuable
in the develomment of socializing
skills, motor coordination and concept
development. Normally, at this level
progress is recorded but children are
not graded. Careful attention should
be given to all aspects of the child's
development -- physical, amtional,
social and intellectual. Emphasis on
building < smitive skills usually
increases as the child enters elemen-
tary school. Preschool lays the
conceptual foundations for this work,
but comprehensive early childhood
programs are equally or more concerned
with other aspects of the child's
development. We sce the preschool
program, therefore, not simply as a
downward extension of traditional
schooling but as a healthy new form
of education which should have a
p@atlve impact on changes needed in
the §I"JJTEIY grades, such as smaller
class sizes and greater individualiza-
tion.

Early childhood experts often
disagree about basic theories of child
development. We shall mention just
two modern approaches which have had
great influence on the various pro-
gram models introduced. The first
grows out of the work of Jean Piaget.
Piaget outlines three major periods
of development during the first 15
vears of life which are composed of
sub~periods and stages, each repre-
senting prerequisite skills and
knowledge for subsequent stages.
Piagetians stress the discovery-devel-
opmental method in Keeping with his
belief that "intelligence emerges as
it is nurtured, it grows as the child
has things to act upon." In contrast,
the work of American psychologist
B. F. Skinner disregards the process
by which a child thinks, suggesting
instead that a stimulus-~response
approach implants learning upon the
tabiﬂ.a rasa of a child's brain. The

goal is to produce specific behavioral
cha;lges; through stimuli introduced by

the teacher in a planned sequence.

Early childhood programs will
vary greatly in philosophy, methodol-
gy and emphasis from one school sys—
tem to another and possibly from one
school or classroom to another, based
on local needs and preferences.
Already there are many possible cur-
riculum models, of which the following
represent just a few:

Child Development Model. This is
an individualized, developmental model
stressing children's ability to become
gelf-directed, independent learners.

It aims to enhance children's self-
image; to promote their physical and
social well-being; to form a basis
for formal language skills and con~
ceprual awareness; and to enable them
to understand and deal with their emo-
tions. Much of this.is accamplished
through teacher-assisted play. Parents
are involved in many activities to
increase their knowledge of child de-
veloprent,

Open Education Model. Open edu-
cation advocates work to create an
environment responsive to children's
individual needs. The teacher acts
as resource person and experimenter
while children pursue their own inter-
ests in various activity areas, such
as art, music, language arts, science,
math and blocks. Group activities are
also used. Little distinction is
made between work and play, since play
is perceived to be an educative process.

The Responsive Model. This type
of program stresses the develomment of
children's intellectual abilities and
their positive self-image. It focuses
on their sensory and perceptual abil-
ities, language development, concept
formation, problem solving and ab-
stract thinking. The program is
individualized and is structured to be
responsive to the child. Though de-
signed for spontaneity, this model
expects the teacher to offer. subtle
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guidance in work and play.

Cogni tively (¢ Oriented Model. Here
the clrriculum is both teacher—con-
trolled and child-controlled. Although
the teacher maintains individualized
daily lesson plans for each child, the
child also selects f{recly from among
several structured situations during
the day. Lanhguage development is
integrated into all activities in
both work and play. Sequential learn-
ing operates on four levels:

o the object level - experi-
ences with real objects and
places;

o the index level - opportuni-
ties to recall an object when
presented with an aspect or
a part of it;

o the symbol level - the use of
pictures, models, and
dramatic play in place of real
obijects;

o the sian level - the meaningful
use of words and numerals.

Teachers work with parents, encouraging
cooperation in the home to aid the
cognitive growth of the child.

Behavior Analysis Model.
Through behavior analysis,
teachers encourage and modify
children's behavior through
reinforcement by tokens or by
offering praise. The token
system is used for motivation
in teaching children reading,
writing and math skills, the
main objectives of this type
of program. Instruction
normally is individualized
through the use of prograrmmed
materials. Parents use the
reinforcement system at home
to strengthen the program's
leaming objectives. 9 P

while these wodels depict only
a few of the options available, they
give some idea of the wide range of
possibilities, from the open,
discovery approach to the highly
structured approach. Schools have
already shown their ability to offer
diversified programs which include
facets of all of the various models
above.

Philadelphia public schools
operate Get Set Day Care with Title XX
funds of the Social Security Act.

This year-round program provides three
and four-year-old children and some
older children with comprehensive
activities that emphasize educational
experiences, stress parent participa-
tion, and include social, health and
nutritional services. Under this
program, extended day care is avail-
able from 7 A.M. to 6 P.M,
pPhiladelphia schools also sponsor
parent cooperative nurseries, pre-
kindergarten education, infant day
care, Head Start and Follow Through
through other programs. At least
eight different curriculum models are
used within these programs.

Seven different types of early
childhood programs exist within
Chicago's public schools. They empha-
size child development through Head
Start, Follow Through, child-parent
centers, early childhood education,
bilingual early childhood programs,
home visiting instruction teams,
and home-based -early childhood
education. Here again, aims, objec-
tives and approaches differ according
to varying needs.

So far, we have not mentioned
the Montessori method which uses a
prepared environment and cognitive
materials designed for specific
stages of growth to develop children's
self-motivation. Although the teacher
offers guidance, children pursue their
own interests and move themselves
toward learning. Advocates of this



method should be pleased to learn that
the first public elementary Montessori
school opened in September in
Cincinnati, showing the schools'
recoqnition of this as a viable

option as well as the Montessorians'
recognition of the advantages of
public schools. This development was
reported in the American Montessori

Society's newslettar as "a major
milestone," ‘

In addition to versatility in
curriculum and methodology, the
public school system could offer
services to the very young through
various media, The following chart
lists only some of the possibilities:

School Board

7 EGE F-‘arrenit o
Advisory Council

Superintendent /
of Schools /

Superintendent of |}/
Early Childhood
Education

- - ’

Group
Day Care
Homes

Family
Day Care
Homes

Home-based
Programs

Day Care  School Site  Mobile
Centers Centers Centers
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All of the above means of provid-
ing early childhood services are pos-
sible under the auspices of the public
schools. Family day care homes serv-
ing five or six children and group day
care hames (extended or modified
family residences serving up to 12
children) which meet proper standard:
could be approved for child care.
Schools could provide on-site early
childhood programs and services, as
well as extended day care. These
services might also be provided through
day care centers at work sites, apart-

ment buildings, community centers, etc,
Mobile centers represent yet another
possibility, since they may go from
one area to another offering child
care services to the commnity for
designated periods during the week.

Administrative structure will
vary according to the type and
breadth of services offered. The
following organizational chart outlines
one possible structure but is not
intended to delimit the possibilities:

School Board

ECE Parent

Advisory Council

Superintendent
of Schools

Superintendent of
Early Childhood
Education

ECE STANDARDS
MAINTENANCE

ECE EDUCATIONAL
SERVICES

ECE HFALTH
SERVICES
i

'ECE
EVALUATION

ECE SOCIAL
SERVICES
]

ECE RESEARCH
AND DEVEIiDF-"MENT

Directors of Programs
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Departments placed under the superin-
tendent of early childhood education
in same cases may be assimilated in
existing structures within the school
hierarchy, but they are shown here as
separate administrative components.
Coordination in all »f these areas
would be provided for all types of
care offered, whether through family

day care hanes, hove-based programs
or school centers,

Intermediate administrative per-
sonnel will be necessary foirr super-
vision of programs including family
and group day care homes. Several
possibilities are:

Superintendent of ECE

~Administrative
Personnel

Elementary School ECE Principal Elzmentary ECE Center Director, Family

Principal Principal Director and Group Day

Care Homes

(Pre-K to 6) (Pre-K center, ECE teacher
pre-K and K, or administrator

pre-K thru 3)

In the first example, the elementary
school principal becomes responsible
for pre-kindergarten programs in the
school, as well as for those in the
elemantary grades. The principal,

in such cases, should have or receive
training in early childhood education
and child development. A second option
is to have a certified early childhood
administrator as principal of a center
or school serving pre-K's, pre-K and
kindergarten, or pre-K through the
third grade. Thirdly, where pre-school
programs are added to elementary school

services, and where the elementary
school principal is not knowledgeable
in this field, a teacher administrator
may be appointed to oversee the pre-K
program. In the fourth example,
directors of early childhood centers
are included in the administrative
structure. Lastly, the structure in-
corporates the administrative leader-
ship of family and group day care hames.
The size of administrative departments
and their structure and the types of
services offered will depend upcn the
size of the comunity and locally
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determined neods.

Clearly, the public schools are
best suited to coordinate and manage
early childhood programs. Not only
do they exist in every type of commu-
nity, but they also have an established
administrative structure and experience

in managing large-scale programs. Of
equally important significance is the
schools' demonstrated ability to
provide felxibility in curriculum,
methodology, and delivery mechanisms.
Anyone who argues differently has little
knowledye of what is going on in the
schools today.
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT
AND PARENT EDUCATION

General Background. Public educa-
tion 1s a collective, rather than an in-
dividual, function. Funded in great
part by local camwnities, it repre-
sents an investment in their future
" citizens. Determination of school
policy is entrusted to local school
board members who, in turn, represent
the entire community. .

Traditionally, parent involvement
in public schools has been assured
through approval or rajec:tlcm of school
board members, school bond issues, and
property tax millages. In this way,
schools remain accountable to the com-
munity for their governance policy and
their use of funds. Parents also have
had access, either individually or in
groups, to school board members, ad-
ministrators, counselors, and teachers.
Organized groups, like the PTA, have
attempted to act as liaisons between
parents and the schools.

Over the last decade, parent ad-
visory councils have increased in
number, initiated by state or federal
legislation or by parents or schools
themselves. Many parent activities,
including social, educational, and
training programs, are sponsored by
the schools. Yet even with accelerated
efforts to develop closer ties between
parents and schools, reports came in
from Head Start, Title I ESEA, and
lacally-;mt;ateﬂ parent programs that
this goal is difficult to attain.

Is ,Lt, as same of the literature
suggests, that schools are closed
societies, that they are insensitive to
needs of minorities and the poor, or
that they are the exclusive domain of
professionals? We think not.
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The following represent some of the
most cammonly cited barriers to parents'
involvement in the schools:

~ apathy

~ shyness, lack of confidence

~ gensitivity to criticism

~ lack of baby-sitter

~ desire to avoid discussion of a
problem

~ feeling that child is doing well

~ lack of awareness of how to be-
come involved in school activi-
ties

~ feeling of suspicion toward any
government agency or authority
figure

Theseé are genuine problems which cer-
tainly need to be addressed arxd over-
came, Blame, however, has erroneously
been placed on the schools in too many
instances. Several fundamental pre-
requisites to parental involvement
seety, =0 far, to have been overlooked.

Channels for input to the schools
should be the same for all, regardless
of seccial, economic or political
status. To assure this right, parents
and others in the commmity should
be knowledgeable in how the school
systﬁn operates. They should partici-
pate in school board elections or
elections of officials who appoint
school board members and know these
members are responsible to them for
actions taken. They should be informed
of their right to attend board meetings,
be encouraged to do so, and be aware of
the procedure for addressing the board.
They should be acquainted with the
school structure and the functions of
various departments and personnel.

This will enable them to know to wham
they can take a problem or question.
They should also be informed of ser-
vices available through the schools.
This information could be offered
through govermment or sociology courses
in high school, adult or parent educa-



tion courses, parent-teacher meetings,
the media and distributed literature.
Many of the aforementioned inhibitions
will disappear when parents understand
school procedure and how to use it.

In "On Early Learning: The Modi-
fiability of Human Potential," Ira J.
Gordon states that education agencies
through the media, home visits, group
meetings or community college courses
should establish means for informing
parents and the conmunity of processes
for participating in and influencing
school decisions. He cautions, however,
that:

An important phase of work-—
ing with parents in developing
new relationships involves
urderstanding the roles and be-
havior of those who for their
own ernds wish to destroy the
system. Parents need just as
much help to cope with the de-
magogues in their own midst as
they do to cope with the system.
Arrogance is not an exclusive
trait of any one group. It is
often easy for an organized,
strident minority to seize con-
trol of a new camittee, to
attract attention, and to ruin
the development of cross~group
ties. Professionals need to
realize that such forces prey
not only on the reasonable
frustrations of parents, but
also on the possible gquilt
feelings and self-~doubts of
professionals. As we learn to
change, then, we may be in for
some hard times, and we need
to be clear about what we seek,

Another prerequisite is that
schools be adequately funded to became
the cammunity resource they are meant
to be. Schools are now limited in
meeting many needs, not by design but
by financial restraints. The more

services, the more involved theoy will
becomo,

Farly Childhood Programs. AS
stated, school boards are clected or
appointed by elected officials and
therefore are regponsible to all com-
minity members. Before implementing
an early childhood program, it is the
board's responsibility to make itself
aware of the needs, priorities and
goals of the entire citizenry it
serves. Input should be socught through-
out planning, development and evalua-
tion stages. This can be done through
questionnaires, open hearings, parent-
teacher meetings, advisory council
meetings, and school board meetings.
The media, local shopping centers and
community centers can be utilized in
disseminating information,

Farly childhood programs should
afford contacts with parents which may
not exist for the upper grades.
Schools' coordination of early screen-
ing procedures for physical and emo-
tional handicaps will provide benefi-
cial contacts with parents and children
before children enter school, Prior
to the time the child enters the pre-
school program, the parent and child
should visit the school and meet
teachers ard other personnel. This
helps in acclimation, as well as in
providing an early school-hame contact.

During the year, involvement can
be fostered in many ways. Among them
are: informal discussions when parents
bring children to school and pick them
up; parent-~teacher conferences; parent
nights and social activities; parent
workshops; meetings of all parents and
staff; commnication through parent
newsletters, telephone calls and notes
sent home; progress reports; hame
visits; and parents roans for learn-
ing, socializing, receiving information
on and discussing school progress.

Often parents are hired as para-

people are drawn to the schools for 102 professionals and given inservice
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training by the schools. The AFT
strongly supports this practice as a
means of gtwengthening community-
school ties and cncouradges development:
of career ladder programs to offer
paraprofessionals the opportunity to
become teachers in the school. Sub-
stitution of untrained or unreliable
voluntecrs for paid staff should not hae
allowed.

The above suggestions are not
new, They bawe been tried with vary-
ing degreey of success, as have varicug
parental involvement programs since
public education began. Much hope
could be plaged on early childhood edu~
cation proomg as a new connecting
link which jwy further bridge the gap
between home amd school.

Parent Bducation. Parent educa-
tion has several purposes: to increase
individuals' conpetence in raising or
working with c¢hildren, to give parents
a positive sense of themselves as
caregivers and people, and tc increase
proficiency and confidence in their
knowledge and skills, in general.

Though. everyone acknowledges the
grave responsibility of parenthood,
most people have no training as parents
and little krnewledge of child develop~
ment, For this reason, schools are
beginning to promote parent education
courses for students, as prospective
parents, in junior and senior high
school. O(me example is Exploring
Childhood developed by the Education
Development Center in Newton, Massa-
chusetts and supported by the Office of
Child Development withocooperation from
the Office of Education. During the
197475 school year, field tests in-
cluded 605 agencies in 48 states, 486
of which were public schools. Students
spend four hours a week in field work
with young children (the advantages of
public school sponsorship of early
childhood programs to this type of
program would be many) and three hours .
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a week in classroom instruction. The
program encompasses five units: "work-
ing with children," "seeing develop-
ment," "family and society," "stress
effects on childrearing,” and "helping
children with special needs."

Parenthood education is also needed
hy those who are now parents and should
be an important component of any pre-
school program. Its use may increase
the possibilities of supportive activi-
ties by parents. Skill training,
household and budget management, aca-
demic courses and the like might also
be encouraged, since parent skills in
these areas could enhance the hame
environment for the child. Such
programs do exist. The following are
good examples:

1) Parent education is a basic
component of California's Early Child-
hood Education program., Through semi-
nars, classes at the school site or in
mobile classroams, guided observations
of children, small group meetings,
parent-teacher conferences, hame
visits, informational materials and
school-home commnications, parents
may study a wide variety of subjects,
based on their needs and desires. -

2) A major goal of the Parent
Readiness Project in Detroit's Redford
Union School District is to teach
parents how to develop in their child-
ren the skills necessary for future
academic achievement through specific
activities and an enriched program.

3) The Brookline Early Education
Project in the Brookline, Massachusetts
public schools is itself a home-based
parent education program to help
parents understand why their children
act the way they do and how they can
best encourage their children's opti-
mum development. This parent training
program begins at birth along with
continuous monitoring of infants' health
arnd development by medical personnel.
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Most schools that have preschool
services now offer parent education as
an integral part of or as an adjunct
to their programs.

Parent Involvement. Those who
charge that public schools do not: adﬂw
parental participation in their activi-
ties should be encouraged to take a
closer look at some programs now in
existence.

For example, the preschool program
in the Syracuse, N. Y. school district
attampts to develop a positive rela-
tionship between each parent and at
least cne staff member so that a
"friend" is available to discuss
parents' concerns. Participation in
home visits, school visits, field trips
and attendance at their child's health
exam are normal procedure. They share
their skills with other parents and
with the children, as well as contrib-
ute to raw materials for classrooms.
They engage in adult social activities,
cammunity improvement, arts and
crafts projects and hanemaking educa-
tion projects. Parents also are urged
to attend workshops, conferences and
discussions with staff members to
better understarxl the program and its
goals.

The Get Set Day Care program in
the Philadelphia school system has
parent bodies operating at several
levels. All parents or guardians of
children enrolled in the program may
be members of the center councils which,
in turn, elect officials and repre-
sentatives to the area council. Area
councils serve clusters of centers and
are camprised of two representatives
elected fram each center council. Each
area council then elects two repre-
sentatives to the highest body, the
Policy Advisory Camittee, which relates
directly to the school board. 2all meet
at 1east once or twi::e a m::nth Iﬁ

mp.xt th:c:ugh these :u:u;xcz.ls, pa;‘ents

serve on various subcanmittees and
publish a newsletter.

Chicago Public Schools offer seven
types of preschool programs, all of
which accively pramte parent partici-
pation., Parents are involved in the
following ways:

as paraprofessiocnals;
as policy advisory camittee
delegates;

° as participants in policy ad-~
visory camittee activities;

° as participants on steering
camittees and in comittee
activitles,

° in workshop participation;

° in parent program development
and leadership training
prograns.

Given these exanples, it is clear
that in many localities schools are
encouraging parents to become involved.
Perhaps before we are led to believe
that most parents feel excluded from
the schools, we should note the find-
ings of Leo J. Shapiro, chairman of a
private survey firm in Chicago. Shapiro
states that "schools are mentioned
ositively by parents five times for any
single negative word that's spoken."

Conclusion. The school board of-
fera the best means of total coamunity
representation in setting policy for
children's services, where the communi-
ty is informed on how to effectively
use this process. Develorment of this
procedural knowledge should be the
first step in assuring parental parti-
cipation in school policy-making. The
schools' primary emphasis must neces-
sarily remain on the child, but the
child as a part of the family unit.

The more the parent understands program
activities and lS involved in support-
ive ways, the nz wer the gap between
heme and school ard the greater the
benefit to both child and family.
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The Profit
Makers vs.
Quality
Programs
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Why has the AFT taken a firm
position against granting public funds
to private for-profit day-care opera-
tions? Basically, after more than five
years of seeing a significant number of
private-profit operations take advan-
tage of a growing number of working
families' needs for child care, the
AFT has concluded that the drive for
profits by these entreprenewrs produces
the worst day-care service available.
Making a profit is incompatible with
providing quality programs.

Expansion g_§ Pr;jfit Day Care Qgeratmns

Since 1966, the dramatic increase
in the number of working women with
children below the age of six has been
followed by a camparable increase in
the percentage of children three to
five years old enrolled in preprimary
programs. According to "Preprimary En-
rollnent," a 1974 report of the Nation-
al Center for Education Statistics, the
nutber of women in the workforce with
children in this age group has in-
creased from 1.7 million to 2.7 million
while enrollment of three to five-year-
olds has increased from 3.7 million to
4.7 million over this pericd (fram
29 percent to 45 percent of all chil-
dren three to five years old).

With the growing demand for day-
care services arnd stimulated by the
prospects of a federal child-care pro-
gram which would grant subsidies to
profit-motivated operators (vetoed by
Nixon in 1971), large corporations
began to announce investment plans in
the field. New campanies were created
overnight and some offered securities
on the stock market. Describing this
development a nunber of articles by
J. Richard Elliott in the business
magazine, Barron's, reported in 1971:

Private enterprise hasn't taken

long to discover that a vast and
virtually untapped market...stands

ready to support the massive de-
,vel,ogrﬂlt, under businesslike
management, of well-concerned,
quality-controlled centers for
the care and teaching of small
children,

The article counted over 25 day-
care cperamgns that offered stock to
investors in a short two-year period
between 1969-71. Thus, along with the
continued growth in the nunber of
smaller operator-owned and in-home care
enterprises, this new development
seemed to signal a market potential in
child care, organizable around large
comercial enterprises. However, cur-
rent information indicates that the
predicted scale of this corporate-
based expansion, particularly in the
form of franchising, has not material-
ized.

The most recent count of day-care
centers, conducted by the Education
Commission of the States (July 1975),
shows 34,161 licensed or approved cen-
ters in the United States (Table 1).
In an earlier study, the U.S. Depart~
ment of Health, Education and Welfare
(1973) estimated the number of propri-
etary operations at approximately 40
percent of all licensed centers. Assumn-
ing the percentage has remained rela-
tively constant, this puts the current
nunber of for-profit centers at about
13,600,

While the profit-making sector of
child care has nct blossomed into a
major new investment area for large
corporations, some operations have
expanded (Table 2). These firms stand
ready to take advantage of legislation
which would allow subsidies to private,
for-profit centers,

Evaluations of Proprietary Centers

Two studies provide detailed de-
scriptions of the kind of services



offered by for-profit operations. The
first study, "Windows on Day Care," was
conducted by the National Cou.cil of
Jewish Women (NCIW) in 1970, and a more
recent study was conducted by the Child
Welfare League of America (CWLA) in
1974.

In conducting its study, the NCIW
visited 127 proprietary day-care cen~
ters located in all the major regions
of the country. All but six of the
proprietary centers visited were inde-
perdent enterprises; five of those six
were franchised; one was a merber of a
chain of centers.

Council members used the catego-
ries of "superior," "ga:;d " "fair," or
"poor," to rate their inpression of the
quality of care in these proprietary
centers. The surveyors based their
judgments of each center on such char-
acteristics as the size of the center,
the buildings in which centers were
housed, the degree of integration,
qualifications of the staff, child-
adult ratios, staff salarijes, parental
involverment, transportation, the educa-
ticnal program, supportive services,
and equipment and facilities.

The Council's report concluded
that private, profit-making centers
-provided the worst quality care. It
found that about half of the centers
provided care of "poor" quality and
another third provided care of only
"fair" quality. With respect to the
centers judged "gocod," the Council
reported:

Even among the 15 percent of the
proprietary centers in the 'good'
category, only a few of them
provided what is now generally
regarded as comprehensive quality
day care from the educational and
developmental point of view. Few-
er than half of the centers in
this "good' group had an adult~
child ratio regarded as the mini-

fare League standards. Only one
could have met Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements in this

Only one center qualified for a
"superior" rating (Table 3).

In general, the proprietary cen-
ters paid very low salaries, had too
few staff, and were staffed by persons
with poor qualifications. Very few
provided educational or health services
to their children; most provided only
custodial care. High fees and few
scholarships placed a heavy financial
burden on many low-income families, es-
pecially where such families were forced
to use proprietary centers either be-
cause other facilities were not avail-
able, or because they were available
only for the very poor: The Cowncil's
report conclwled, "Clearly, proprietary
centers typified by those visited by
Council merbers, cannot meet federally
recognized standards and keep costs
within the range that most of the par-

ents served can pay, and still make a

profit." In most cases, the dilemma
is resolved in favor of profit,

In comparison to profit-making cen—
ters, the nonprofit centers -- including
publicly supported Head Start centers —-
fared samewhat better. Over half of
these centers qualified as "fair" and
only 11.4 percent were categorized as
"poor" (Table 3).

As stated above, proprietary cen-
ters now account for between one~third
and one~half of the child care centers
in the United States. Roughly 500 cen~
ters are operated by nine or ten big
firms (see Table 2). These were the
same centers which the Child Welfare
Ieague of America focused on in a re~
cent study on the expansion of day care.
CWLA surveyors, from 1970-74, studied
the operations of 70 fims and those
of three franchise systenms.

mum necessary to meet Child Wel- 107 Looking first at the effect of
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franchising on the quality of day care
SérViCES, the CWLA summarized their
findings as follows:

"Counseling was infrequently pro-
vided. No 'social-services coun-
selina' of the type that one would
usually associate with carprehen-
sive day care was provided in any
of the operations studied.

"The kind of child care provided
ranged fram damaging to fair.

The very best exanple of child
care, provided by an operator who
considered that the center was
providing outstanding service,
was only custodial. Routine ac-
tivities were the rule in centers;
staff-child ratios were such that
individualized child care was rot
possible.

"Nutrition was adequate, but not
outstanding. Most centers fea-
tured 'airlines-type' food, scaled
down to child portions. The food
was bland, but acceptable. No
attempt at nutrition education
was noted. In one center, food
was withheld as a means of dis-

. ciplining children.

"Education, as observed in operat-
ing centers and as described in
manuals examined, was, like the
food, a bland, scaled-down ver-
sion of what is routinely avail-
able. Rote exercises were com-
mon; most curricula were tradi-
tional nursery school and kinder-
garten curricula 'simplified' for
younger children. Only art activ-
ities were, in isolated instances,
operating along acceptable lines.

"Parent activities were part of only
one franchise operation, which
later ceased operation because
it was not sufficiently profitable."

In explaining the low quality of
care offered by the franchise operators,
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the sumary report indicated that sev-
eral cperators admitted "that the fees
required to be paid to the franchiser
were so high that they had to cut back
on services in order to survive in the
business." More specifically, it was
found that operators who pu;rchaseé
franchise rights ended up paying 12
percent of their income to the fran-
chise firm. For example, if a fran-
chise center charges a weekly fee of
$25, pays $3 to the franchiser and also
expects & profit of $3, the care pro-
vided with the remaining $19 is of
necessity custodial. In camparison,
the CWLA states, "As of mid-1974, good
nonprofit care costs $40-$45 per

‘fﬁ}; 1]

" Although the CWLA opened its study
with the optimistic assumption that some
private, for-profit operations could be
found to provide adequate services to
children, they found no such operation.
Camenting on this phenomenon, the di-
rector of the Leaque's Washington of-
fice, William Pierce, has said, "During
the study, it became clear that fran-
chised day care, chain day care, and
all other large commercial enterprises
could not (because of their need to
return a profit) meet the needs for
day-care services in a manner consist-
ent with the public's need for the
highest quality services at the low-
est possible cost."”

While the threat of corporate entry
into child care has somewhat diminished
(there are only 500 or so franchised or
chain~-run centers in operation), the
nunber of private for-profit centers
still remains significant, at more than
40 percent of the total. Yet, unless
the pending legislation in Congress
explicitly limits federal funding to
nonprofit centers or programs, the
private for-profit sector could prolif-
erate overnight.

There should be no mistake about the
intentions of the for-profit operators..
Their goal or primary motive is profit.
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And, according to a recent survey of
big corporate-run centers done by Joyce
Goldman the profit goal is for a 25 per-
cent return on investment. According
to the survey, which Ms. Goldman wrote
up for MS. Magazine, this goal can only
be realized by applying the following
formula:

A well-run 100-child center can
show a 25 percent profit -- approx-
imately $25,000 annually in a non-
franchised center -—~ by spending
40 percent of its revenues on
staffing, and about 35 percent on
rent, supplies, equipment, and
food. Profits are turned over to
the parent canpany, either to ex-~
pand operations and increase
cﬂx’pﬂzaté profits or to pay share-
holders' earnings. Nonprofit cen-~
ters spend 75 percent of their
revenues for staff, by hiring add-
itional, better-paid staff and
providing for auxiliary services.

As representatives of the profit-
making operations have indicated, they
stand ready to line up for their share
of federal assistance. In testimony on
the proposed Brademas-Mondale bill be-
fore Congress, the National Association
of Child Development and Education which
lobbies for profit-making opera-
tors stated:

It is painful to observe that the
perding bills would impart to pri-
vate providers only the participa-
tory status of a marginal after-
thought, and would cause them
effectively to be the objects of
statutory ostracism, a condition
seen to be doubly dangerous in
terms of today's troubled, invest-
ment climate. Private enterprise
has millions of dollars invested
in child care centers. At times
other than the present, budgetary
reality would make insupportable
any plan to have one level or
another of government take over
that investment. Today, that pros-

98

109

pect does not even bear contem-
Platj.c»n, But unless participation
is to be made possible for the
private provider, same form of
indemnification is essential.

Profit vs. Quality

How do proprietary operators keep
costs down and profits up? The two
main studies outlined above would sug-
gest they simply keep the quality of
their service at the lowest level pos-
sible within the bounds of two key
constraints -~ the degree of enforce-
ment of standards (assuming standards
exist) and the extent to which there
are other alternatives of which the
consumer is aware.

1. Staff/Child Ratio. Though
virtually all experts in the
field of early childhood educa-
tion agree that the most im-
portant factor in quality care
is a high teacher-to-child
ratio, most proprietary opera-
tors cannot afford to agree.
The profit operators try to
keep this ratio as wide as
possible under state laws.

If these centers were forced to
conform to federal standards
(1:5 for three and four-year—
olds), most of them would close.
States allow 10 to 20 chlld:an
per adult or staff membel.

2. Salaries and Wages. Teachers in
these centers are paid fram 20
to 40 percent less than public-
school teachers. These low sal-
aries most often reflect the
lack of a college degree,
teacher certification, and/or
special training in early child-
hood education. Aides and
other hourly paid employees are
usually paid the minimm wage
($2.20 per hour).




Size of Center. Usually the
chain operators attempt to re—
duce costs by keeping the size
or capacity of the center at
100 children. Though there are
econamies of scale to be gained,
sare experts contend that the
gains are achieved at the ex~
pense of better care for the
children.

Space Per Child. Another way
of saving money is putting as
many children in a given space
as possible. Even in states
where the nurber of square feet
per child is regulated, the re-
quirement is normally 35 or
less, about 10 to 15 square
feet short of what many experts
consider desirable.

Special Services Staff. Although
federally funded centers are re~
quired to provide special staff
such as child psychologists,
social and health workers, the
proprietary centers seldam pro-
vide any of these services.

Parent Invalvaraﬁt

Inmlv:mg

chlld dF‘VEl,@ETTEnt Qrcagra:m is a
required ingredient in high
quality, public day care. How-
ever, private or corporate
operations do not provide staff
sufficient to insure such in-
wolvement. Also, parents are
not owners nor do they sit on
the board of directors of the
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In the process of squeezing out a
profit fram tuition, the proprietary
operations, particularly the bigger
corporate enterprises, must sometimes
coarpete. For the profit-making opera-
tors, this requires expenditures for
advertising and public relations. For
example, according to the recent study
"Corporations and Child Care," published
by the Wamen's Research Action Project,
Living and Learning Centers, Inc. spent
about $70,000 on advertising in 1972.
The study made the following appropri-
ate camparison:

The money Living and Iea:l:nmg
spent on advertising in 1972
could have paid for full scholar~
ships for thirty-nine children to
attend their centers for fifty

#

The obvious conclusion is that in
order to turn a profit. a firm must keep
costs below the price of the product or
service it offers the consumrer. In a
proprietary day-care operation, whether
franchised, chain-run, or owner-opera-
ted, the motive and process is no
different fram any other private enter—
prise.

. Understanding this process should
lead teachers, parents and other con-
cemmed groups and individuals to the
conclusion that only a publicly run
early childhood education program, pref-
erably coordinated by the public school
system, can guarantee the kind of qual-
ity we all want for our children.



TABLE 1
NUMBEPR. OF LICENSED AND APPROVED DAY CARE CENTERS
BY STATE, JULY 1975

State Number of Centers State Number of Centers

Alabama 750 Montana 65
Alaska 55 Nebraska 125
Arizona 450 Nevada 140~ -
Arkansas 538 New Hampshire 425
California 3,100 New Jersey 1,000
Colorado 319 New Mexico 341
Connecticut 828 New York 1,570
Delaware 111 North Carolira 1,745
Dist. of Columbia 253 North Dakota 72
Florida 665 Ohio 1,644
Georgia 1,495 Oklahoma 650
Hawaii 156 Oregon 461
Idaho 157 Pennsylvania 420
I1llinois 2,102 Rhode Island 33
Indiana 269 South Carolina 557
Towa 671 South Dakota a1
Kansas 639 Tennessee 1,050
Kentucky 500 Texas , 2,579
Louisiana 765 Utah 75
Maine 69 Vermont NA
Maryland 587 Virginia 434
Massachusetts 1,359 Washington 398
Michigan 1,380 West Virginia 85
Minnesota , 774 Wisconsin 813
Mississippi 900 Wyoming 40
Missouri 506

Total 34,161

Source: Education Commission of the States, "Day Care Licensing Policies
and Practices, A State Survey, July 1975," Report No., 72.

Note: A survey conducted in 1972 by the National Center for Social

Statistics, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, estimated
the number of for-profit centers at 40-45 percent of all centers.
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TABLE 2

LARGE CORPORATE DAY-CARE OPERATIONS

Number of Centers Number
Company 1971 1974-75 Franchised Location

Alphabetland 13 27 (22) New York, New Jersey,
Maryland, Florida

American Pre- 15 38 (13) Arizona, New Mexico,
Schools, Inc, ' Towa

Amerikid 2 65 (65) Ohio, Alabama, Indiana,
Tennessee

Day Care Centers 11 32 (29) Northeast U.S.A,
Edu/Care, Inc. 1 8 ( 0) Tennessece
Kinder-Care 21 120 ( 0) Southeast U.S5.A.

Les Petite 70 95 (17) 12 States
Academes ’

Living & Learning 11 28 (0 Massachusetts, Connec~
Centers, Inc. ticut

""Mary Moppets 30 72 (48) 16 States

Playcare Centers 33 28 ( 0) New Jersey, New York,
Connecticut

Singer Learning 6 9 ( 0) New Jersey, Maryland
Centers

Others (2 to 5 20 47 (12) Uu.5.A.
centers)

Totals 233 567 206

SOURCES: Annual Reports of the Corporations, Franchise Opportunities Handbook,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Domestic and International Business
Administration and Office of Minority Business Enterprise; and, the
National Association of Child Development and Education,

Washington, D.C.
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NUMBERS AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTIO
BY THPRESSION

TRBLE 3

N
0

OF NON-PROFTT AND PROPRIETARY CENTERS
OF QUALITY OF CARE

Non-Profit Centers by Auspice

Impression Head Start

of Care; Yo,

%

Other Public

No,

Philan-
tropic
% No.

Part Public

Part Philan,  Hospital

No.

| Other

% No. % No. % Mo,

Total

%

Pronrie-
tary
centers
No. %

Superior 5
Good 15
Fair 22

Poor 4

10,9
32.6
47.8

8,7

67 3 97 %
1951

3.3 U

114

1 1.0
15 14,5
¥ 350

51 49.5

Total 46

100.0

58 100.0

15

1000 12 1 100.0

1000

103 100.0

Inadequate
Information 1

24

1/ Impression of cave 15 based on review of such factors as adult-child ratios, size of qroups, services

" reported to be available, salaries reported paid, information on training, parental narticivation, hours
open, chservations of Council survey participants on educational program, space, equioment, and other
relevant aspects of care,

11Q o
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

SOURCE:  "indows on Day Care," by lary Dublin Keyserling (A Report Based on Findings of the National Council of
Jewish Women), 1972, .
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A ROUNDUP OF WHERE GROUPS
STAND ON THE AFT's POSITION

It iz difficult to tell the players in
the child care legislation game without
a scorecard. The following list of
organizations names the major league
players. This listing attempts to
explain the function of the organi-
zation, where it is located and its
position, if any, on the issue of prime
sponsorship for the public schools,

American Academy of Pediatrics
1801 Hinman Avenue, Evanston, Ill,
60204

A group of 17,000 pediatricians orga-
nized to promote physical, emotional
and social health of children. In
testimony on the Mondale-Brademas bill,
the AAP, through its representative,
said the AAP "had not considered the
public schools as presumed prime spon-
sor," but thinkes they may be appro-
priate in a given situation. As for
profitmakers being excluded from the
program, AAP was against this. "The
American Academy of Pediatrics dees
not think 'profit' is a dirty word,"
according to their spokesman.

American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education

One Dupont Circle, Washington, D.C.

- 20036

Advocates for improving teacher educa=~
tion have made their support clear.
Executive Director Edward C. Pomeroy
says, "The Mmerican Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education would
like to cooperate with the American
Federation of Teachers relative to
promoting a bill that would tie wmost
federal early childhood education
monies to existing public school sys-
tems and require all program personnel
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associated with these federal dollars
to be licensed or certified."

American Association of Elementary~
_Kindergarten-Nursery Educators
1201 16th Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C. 20036

Uniting elementary educators to improve
and widen educational opportunities for
preschool and elementary children is a
goal of this professional organization.
EKNE was formerly associated with the
NEA.

American Association of School
Administrators
1801 Moore Street, Arlington, Va, 22209

State associations of szchool adminis-
trators belong to AASA and work to
promote improvement of school adminis-
tration at the national level. Al-
though AASA has no formal position and
did not testify on the bill, they favor
a role for the public school in early
childhood education. As a spokesman
for the organization said, "We do not
see this as an exclusive proposition
and we are not going to fight it out

on the line. We are very close to your
position.”

AFL-CIO
815 16th Street, Washington, D.C. 20006

The AFL-CIO Executive Council and the
full convention have both fully en~
dorsed public schools as “presumed
prime sponsor"™ in child care legis~
lation. Their position reads, in part,
as follows:

The unmet need for child care is
greater today than it has ever
been because large and growing
numbers of women have to work.
They are besing forced to leave
their children without the care
and attention they need, Other

116



mothers, on public assistance,
want. jobs but cannot find ade~
quate child care.

The statistics clearly show the
growing nature of the problem:

-~ From 1948 to 1973, the per~
cantage of working mothers
grew from 18 percent to 44
paroent.

== 26 million children (6 mil~
lign under 6 vears old) have
working mothers.

- 12 million children live in
famale~headed households
where the median income is
$6,195 if the mother works
and $3,760 if she does not.

-+~ % million children live in
gingle parent families where
the parent is in the labor
Foree and out of the home,

During this time of massive and
gtill rising unemployment and
continuing inflation, the fam~
i19's real dollar shrinks. As
husbands become unemployed,
wives seek to replace their
income. But to work, they must
find decent care for their
childwen.

More mothers are constantly
entering the labor force and
many more need and want work.
But latk of adequate child care
po%es a4 major problem to all of
them. In addition, millions of
disadwvantaged children, whose
mothers are home, could benefit
from ghild care services. There
are % million children under &
years of age in poor and near

have a shared responsibility for pro-
moting legislation of this sort.

e Department of Social Security:

This department functions to
provide services to officers
and affiliates of the AFL-CIO
by informing and keeping track
of developments in child care.
They monitor developments of
regulations.

Department of Community Ser-
vices: This department works
through the Central Labor
Councils across the country
and cooperates with the local
labor bodies for better ser-
vices in the community. Over
200 people are labor liaisons
who work for United Way. The
AFL-CIO policy on child care
has been sent to every commu-
nity service department and
the newsletter of the Commu-
nity Services Department has
carried information on the
child care policies adopted
by the AFL-CIO.

Department of Education:
Promoting educational pri-
orities is the aim of this
department including voca-
tional education, adult
education and labor educa-
tion. The education de-
partment has no real involve-
ment with child care legis—
lation but it does collab-
orate with and back up the
Social Security Department.
They also work on state
1egislati0ﬂ affeatimg edu~

to 1abgr mambexs cf lacal
school boards.

American Federation of State, County,

pooy families, many of whom and Municipal Employees
could henefit greaﬁly from child 1625 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
care gervices. 20036

Three staff departments of the AFL~CIO AFSCME is active in the child care
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legislation battle. Testifying during
the Mondale-Brademas hearings they
said, "AFSCME believes that state and
local governments should be the prime
Sponsors. ..We disagree with the AFL-
CI0's position that public school sys-
tems should be the prime sponsors,"
AFSCME has fought against the AFT's
position at both the AFL-CIO Executive
Council meetings and at the Convention.

Association for Chlldhéod Eéucat;mn
International

3615 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W,, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20016

An organization of persons interested
in early childhood education, ACEIL
holds a yearly study conference as
well as regional conferences and has

a professional library and lean service
for its members as well as research

and educational material. They have
little political involvement.

Bank Street College of Education
610 West 112th Street, New York, N.Y.
10025

This specialized institution, with
heavy funding from foundations such as
the Ford Foundation, is active in early
childhood policy, staff training, and
has a direct impact on the quality and
approach in delivering early childhood
services, especially in New York City.

Black Child Development Inst;tute, In:
1028 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite
514, Washington, D.C. 20036

An advocacy group for black children
that also gives supportive services to
local community-~controlled child devel -
opment centers. Favors community con~
trol and parent control of child devel-~
apment programs.
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Child Development Associate Consortium
7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 601 East,
Washington, D.C. 20014

This Office of Child Development pro-
ject aims at replacing traditional
staff training approaches with a com~-
petency-~based alternative. Three
organizations, ACEI, EKNE, and NAEYC,
are the bulwark of the consortium,
which has come up with a loose standard
aimed at keeping certification quali-
Fications to a minimum. The AFT has
been highly critical of the work of
this group.

Child Welfare League of America

&7 IIVlng Place, New Yark N.¥. 10003;
Washington office: 1346 Copnecticut
Avenue, N.W., Suite 310, Washington,
D.C. 20036

This 55-year-cld organization is a
national accrediting and standard set-
ting body with 400 member agencies
which does research, consultation,
standard setting; and through its
Washington office, works with national
groups to promote better child care.
With the exception of prime sponsorship
(the League believes there should be

no presumed prime sponsor), their posgi-.
tion is similar to the AFT, For sever-
al years the director of the Washington
QfEice has stateé that universal éarly

through the Publlg schgéls‘

Children's Defense Fund of the
Wéghlngtan Research PEG]EEt

1520 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W, Wash-
ington, D.C, 20036

CDF is a foundation-funded advocdcy-
research organization that works
through coalitions of groups with
similax aims and monitors, It liti-
gates and gives support te local groups
and parents to improve child care and
has been highly critical of the public
schools. Director Marian Wright
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Edelman's testimony at the Child and
Family Services bill hearings was
direct. "I'm opposed to giving schools
a whole new set of responsibilities
when they are so far from meeting the
ones they already have."

Conference of Mayors
1620 I Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20006

The organization of the nation's mayors
is a key part of the support for the
child development coalition at least
partially because mayors have a key
role in operating Head Start child
development programs under the Commu-
nity Action Program of the Economic
Opportunity Act. Mayors are likely
to be interested in obtaining control
of any new large early childhood pro-
gram.

Council of Chief State School Officers
1201 1é6th Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20036

Acting as a clearinghouse for infor=-
mation pertaining to education manage-
ment and related goals, CCSSO aids
members across the country. In pre-
pared testimony on the Mondale-Brademas
bill CCSS0O said, "In addition, in
Section 104 (d), other prime sponsors,
our position is that a specific first
priority should be provided to
applications from governmental agen-
cies such as states or local education
arily, to the other entities listed in
that section."

The Council for Exceptional Children
1920 Association Drive, Reston, Va.
22091

This organization as well as United
Cerebral Palsy Association, Inc.,
American Speech and Hearing Associa-
tion, Kational Association of Coor-
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dinators of State Programs for the
Mentally Retarded and the National
Agsociation for Retarded Citizens
testified as a panel at the Mondale-
Brademas hearings. They said, "Before
the public school system became re-
gponsible for handicapped children,
there was no single agency that parents
could turn to for their handicapped
child...Public schools are respon=
gible...We want the school system to
have the responsibility."”

Day Care and Child Development Council
of America, Inc. -

1012 14th Street,
ton, ND.C. 20005

Suite 1104, Washing=

This organization was established to
work for community-controlled universal
day care programs. Proprietary inter-
ests participate in this organization.
A position paper by Theodore Taylor,
executive director of DCCDCA makes
their stance clear. "Mr. Shanker has
demanded that public schools be given
exclusive control over all child care
funded by a comprehensive child devel-
opment bill. This seems a patently
unreasonable position to us." The AFT
has not demanded exclusive control for
the public schools, of course, but this
continues to be overlooked.

Education Commission of the States:
Early Childhood Project o

1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300, Denver,
Colo. 80203

This organization works to assist
states in beginning services in early
education and expanding child develop-
ment services. ECS can help states
with planning, administration, li-
censing and gathering of information
about particular needs of a locality.
It alsoc serves as a clearinghouse for
information and publishes a bi-monthly
newsletter as well as material on pos-
sible projects for child care.
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League of Women Voter:s
1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C,
20036

This group has universal child carc as
a goal and local chapters work with
interested people to set up day care
facilities. Education of the public
on child care is done by the Early
Childhood Project through a newsletter.

National Association for Child Devel-
opment and Education

500 12th Street, S$.W., Washington,
D.C. 20024

Privately-owned day care operators
belong to this organization which
lobbies for them. Tts executive
director, Wayne Smith, wrote in an
article for a child care magazine that
the publicv rchools are not a good
choice for prime sponsor since "Society
in general considers that its public
schools provide a dubious product at
dreadful prices."

National Association for the Education

"of Young Children S

1834 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washing-
ton, D.C. 20009

NAEYC works for the needs of young
children through information exchange,
study of public policy, publications
on early childhood and issues concern-
ing children. The organization gained
prominence in the Head Start years and
many of its members work in or are
associated with Head Start. NAEYC
worked with the 0ffice of Child Devel-
opment on the feasibility study for
the Child Development Associate (com=-
petency-based approach) to early
childhood education.
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National Association of State

“Directors of Child Development

300 Lincoln Tower, 1860 Lincoln Street
penver, Colo. H0O203

A group of statewide coordinators or
operators of children's services,

they are usualiy attached to the

office of the governor. In the various
states they often compete for juris-
diction with state offices of education
and state departments of welfare. In
many states they are part of an overall
human services umbrella that governors
would prefer to see play the major
coordinating and effective operating

role. President of NASDCD, John
Himelrick says, "If local groups are

designated as prime sponsors, the all-
important element of statewide planning
and coordination is sorely crippled, if
not totally destroyed."

National Coalition for Children
6542 Hitt Avenue, McLean, Va. 22101

A newly formed lobbying group connected
with the Bmerican Conservative Union,
NCC is a coalition of parents' organi-
zations in forty states. Their purpose
is to defeat the Child and Family
Services Act. As their "Legislative
Alert" newsletter puts it, “"If this
bill passes, the elitist social engi-
neers now in control of public educa=-
tion would be in a position to extend
their destructive influence over vast
numbers of pre-schoolers and their
families.™

National Congress of Parents and
Teachers
700 Rush Street, Chicago, Ill. 60611

The PTA is an organization of 7% mil-
lion members who have listed quality
services to young children as a legis-
lative priority. President Lillie E.
Herndon's statement on the Mondale-
Brademas bill: "To guarantee the best
possible delivery of the new services
promised in the bills now under con~-
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sideratjon, the prime sponsor should
not be limited to one particular
dagency, as for example, the public
schools, We would commoent further

that where schools are able and willing

bility, they could very well be so
designated.”

National Council of Jewish Women
1 West 47th Strect, New York, N.Y.
10036

NCIW provides funds for research into
child care conditions and has publishad
"Windows oun Day Care," a survey expos-
ing the poor child care in America.
Decent standards are a top goal of this
organization and they lobby for the
exclusion of profitmakers in child care
as well as comprehensive child devel-
opment legislation. They also partic-
ipate as volunteers in child care pro=
grams operated by voluntary organi -
zations. They have no position on
prime sponsorship.

200086

A large umbrella group of over 200
voluntary organizations with separate
clusters formed around specific needs
of children and youth. The Day Care
Alliance has been working for universal
child care. The AFT belongs to NCOCY.
Carl Megel, codirector of AFT's legis=
lative department, is the newly elected
secretary of the organization. They
have no official position on the prime
sponsorship question, but favor strong
standards and quality child care.

National Council of State Public
Welfare Administrators

1155 16th Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20036

The most politically active part of the
American Public Welfare Association,

this group has opposed now carly child-
hood funding provided outside the
Social Security Act. This organization
prefers to operate as much of the human
services network as possible in each
state. In most states the Department
of Welfare is under the administrative
control of the governor.

National Education Association
1201 16th Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20036

The National Education Association
fully supports the AFT's position on
public school prime sponsorship of
child care. As former NEA president
James Harris testified on the bill,
"Thus, given the resources and the
experiences of the public schools,
there is every reason why the public
schools should be designated as prime
sponsors under the legislation now
being considered.”

National Governors Conference

1150 17th Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20036

An important force in all social pro-
grams, this policy-making arm repre-
senting 50 governors was not involved

in the 1971 push for child care legis-
lation. Size of prime sponsor was a
critical issue with the coalition opting
for a position that gained support of
the League of Cities == Conference of
Mayors.

National Head Start Directors

" Association

600 S. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Ill.
60605

Of fering technical assistance and
information for Head Start directcrs
is the purpose of this organization,
which has a yearly conference. A
change in child care delivery system
would not be beneficial to them.
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National School Boards Association
BU0 State National Bank Plaza,

Evanston, Ill, 60201

With education and legislation as
goals, NSBA works to promote general
educational matters. A resolution from
their delegate assembly: "The National
School Boards Assuciation urgss that
Congress give increased attention to
the matter of federal financial assis-
tance to publie schools for the
encouragement of early childhood
development programs. The NSBA further
urges coordination of the educational
component of all early childhood pro-
grams with the public schools.”

United Auto Workers
1125 15th Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20005

This labor group is not affiliated with
the AFL-CIO. It does work in areas of
social concern. UAW lobbyist Richard
Warden, formerly lobbyist for the
Washington Research Project Action
Council of the Children's Defense Fund
is interested in child development
legislation.
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United Neighborhood Houses of New York,
Inc. o -

101 East 15th Street, New York, N.Y.
10003

Concerned with day care and Head Start
programs in New York City through the
gettlement houses in many communities,
this organization is vocal about its
position on day care policy. '"We are
unalterably opposed to legislation such
as that proposed by Albert Shanker,
President of the American Federation of
Teachers, which would make day care
become part of the public school
system."”

United Way of America
801 N. Fairfax, Alexandria, Va. 22312

The United Way works in communities
nationally for citizen review of pro-
grams, local planning and coordination
of voluntary and governmental programs.
Due to the AFL-CIO's large contribution
to the United Way, over 200 labor-
liaisons work through the community
services department of many central
labor bodies. The child care policy
of the AFL-CIO is part of their infor-
mation., United Way Fund drives support
a variety of voluntary agencies pro-
viding child care services.
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Question:
fragmentation of day care forces by

Answer':

Quest;@n_
this sort at this time? Won't

Answer':

KEY QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
oN THE AFT' S POSITIGN

Isn't the AFT promoting the

insisting on public school presumed
prime sponsorship?

Many day care groups -- par-
ticularly those that would have
great difficulty meeting the stand-
ards set by public school systems
for staff, facilities and program --
are opposed to the AFT position. It
is only natural for them to accuse
the AFT of creating conflict. Since
the real issue is how to best re-
structure day care and early child-
hood services so as to deliver the
best programs and at the same time
unify the groups that want them,
some opposition from those already
delivering services is to be ex-
pected. A long range view would
suggest, however, that if public
schools ever do sponsor these pro-
grams the current controversy over
administration will give way to a
unified, consolidated support for
more and better programs. In other
words, a fight today over basic
organization may lead to a strong,
unified day care constituency to-—

Why mount a campaign of

President Ford just veto the bill
anyway?

It is true that President
" Ford would probably veto such a
bill if it passed both Houses of
Congress and reached his desk
before the end of his term. In
fact, he said precisely that at
a recent press conference. There
are two observations to make in
light of such a pessimistic pro-

Question:

Answer:

jection. First, vetoes have been
Dverridden particularly if there is

a large constituency of groups which
flght to insure a bill's survival.
The recent Congressional override
of the President's veto of the 1976
education appropriations bill is a
good example. If day care and
early childhood services under the
Child and Family Services Act are
administered through the public
schools, the same public school
groups would undoubtedly fight for
a similar override. Without these
groups the fragmented day care
constituency has only itself to
call on. Secondly, mounting a
campaign of this sort will take
time. It may even span two admin-
istrations, and the next adminis-
tration may be more friendly to
the idea. AFT locals will have to
begin their work now, despite the
immediate prospects of a possible
Presidential veto.

What does "presumed prime
sponsor" mean?

As "presumed pr;me sponsors"”

QLIEStlQﬂ H
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public school agencies would admin-
ister early childhood education
programs provided they meet the
bill's standards and that they wish
to do so -- in other words if they
are willing and able to undertake
these responsibilities. If they '
choose not to, or ocould not admin-
ister these programs, other agencies
that meet the bill's standards could
do so. The AFT is opposed, however
to prc:flt;-—rnaklng day care Dutflts
obtaining a prime sponsorship role.

Why should early childhood
" and day care programs be sponsored
by public school systems? Haven't
the public schools failed in educat-
ing the children already there? And,
how will they allow for the flex-
ibility which programs for young



Answer:
public school system could never be

Questmn-

Ansv\?ér.

No matter what its faults the

considered a failure. Despite the
fashionable tendency of the day to
point to de<lining z:eadmg scores
and the mercurial shifts in test
performance being demonstrated by
the present generatmn of schonl
age children, what is often over-
looked is the fact that these tests
are periodically renormed to adapt
them to higher test performance
averages. Besides, even school
critics have pointed out that not
all of what is obtained fram school-
Lﬁg is rreasuzable. Even s0, perhaps

Suc:c:e,ss is the clear rise Qf natmn—-
al literacy rates over the past few
decades. Where schools are failing
it is most likely because they don't
have the resources to do the job,
particularly if the needs of
spevial children are a factor. But,
whatever the failings of the public
schools, they cannot compare with
the inadequacy of most contemporary
day care services. These inade-
quacies are clearly documented in

a number of reports including
Windows on Day Care, Early Schooling

in America and a recent HEW audit.
As for flexibility, there is no
reason why public school adminis-
trations cannot provide for a wide
range of programs. Where they
might be justifiably inflexible is
on issues of pcor quality or in-
adequate standards.

How does the AFT program
provide for parent involvement?

School boards are accountable
for local education but their
members are elected or appointed
by elected officials and are re-
sponsible to the entire local
citizenry. School board meetings,
where policy decisions are made,
are always open to parents and
Dﬂ'xers SChcol crltlcs dc:: nc:st fj,nd
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Question:

AHSWEI’ H

Question:
 that only certified teachers work

ADSVIEI :

parental involvement programs oper-
ating within the schools —- under
Title I, ESEA; Head Start; parent
education and training programs
and so forth.

Many researchers claim that
we do not really know enough about
how important the early years are to
the intellectual growth of children.
Is it really a good idea to insist
on a downward extension of schooling
when we are so uncertain?

Providing day care and early
~ childhood services through the
public school system dees not nec-
essarily imply a "downward exten-
sion of schooling" as we know it.
Presumably the needs of very young
children would be met with a vari-
ety of programs geared to their
developmental level -- not all of
which would, or should, be aimed
at their ‘intellectual growth. We
do know that the early years are
critically important to children's
total growth whether or not we can
pin a particular I.Q. or other score
on the amount. Given this it is
hard to dispute the argument that
good early childhood and day care
programs can provide children with
the needed stimulation whether it
be social, emotional or intellec—
tual -- that they may not receive
at home. )

Why is the AFT insisting
with young children?

The AFT has no such position.
T Bince, undoubtedly, early childhood
programs will make heavy use of
paraprofessionals and other support
personnel. But certified special-
ists in early childhood must be in
charge of such programs since deal-
ing with young children requires
specific knowledge and training.
Each state and local system will set
its own requirements for early child-



hood certification and licensing and
each should reflect the fact that
understanding and working with young
children requires extensive knowl-
edye and expertise if day care and
early childhood programs are ever
to become more than custodial-type
babysitting operations. Specific
qualifications for paraprofessionals

and aides should also be established.

Question: Why should we begin with a

campaign over federal legislation?
Wouldn't ‘t be better for locals to
press for the use of tax levy and
state funds for nev programs?

Answer: A broad universal effort in

early childhood and day care will
prob.obly not get off the ground
without a substantial federal start-
up commitment. State and local
funds must be used to supplement
the federal contribution and er-
tracting these funds from local
goverrments must be part of the
long-range plans of AFT locals.
But, the hope for a comprehensive
national effort may never be
realized if the initiative is left
to the piecemeal enthusiasms of
state and local governments.

Question: Since the $2 bill‘on a year
requested by the AFT is obviously
ot enough to provide free and
universal care for everyone who
needs it, why not use income as an
eligibility criterion for selecting
children to be served?

Answer: Historically federal support

" for early childhood and day care
programs has defined them as pro-
grams for the poor. They have been
used as supplementary "pay-offs" to
encourage welfare mothers to work.
This is one of the reasons that the
legitimate educational components
of such programs have been neglect-.
ed. They have been conceived of as
primarily custodial operations.
Making them broadly available could

change all that. If federal day
care ever expands to service the
middle class, chances are it will
grow and became the quality program
everyone wants it to be. Unfortu-
nately, programs geared to the poor
will never obtain the political
support needed to insure quality.
Nor, in the case of day care, 1is
the importance of an educational
component acknowledged under such
circumstances. If eligibility
criteria must be established, they
should be based on a need that cuts
across socio—-economic class lines.
Priority for working mothers and
single parents might be one
example.

Question: By encouraging the expansn:m
- of day care aren't we also undermin-

ing the central role of the family
in raising children?

Answer: This was the argument used by

former President Nixon when he
vetoed the Comprehensive Child
Development Program in 1971,
Actually, precisely the opposite is
true. A mother who is able to help
support her family by working and
placing her young children in a

day care center is helping to
maintain family stability. Without
day care she may have to go on
welfare and leave her husband in

in order to support her children.
Comprehensive day care services
could also be supportive of families
by helping them determine the
special needs of their children

and bv offering counselina, diagnos-
tic and other assistance in filling
them. Day care can also help single
parents stay with their children by
enabling them to work. Certainly
one parent is more of a family than
none at all.

Question: Isn't the AFT just trying

to take over the day care field so
it can create public school jobs
for its members?
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Answer: To begin with, the AFT has

made it very clear that there is
no reason why existing quality
programs supported by this bill
cannot come under public school
jurisdiction and remain pretty much
as they are, providing they meet the
standards set by the public school
system and the bill. Nor will pro-
grams supported by other legisla-
tion be phased out though it would
be advisable if these too would
look to the public schools for
eventual sponsorship. What this
position means is that many day
care workers now in quality pro-
grams will remain there. What the
AFT is arguing for is expansion --
an expansion of funding that would
help local schools make use of the
extra space they now have and the
qualified teachers available for
such programs. If this is job
creation to provide a needed
service, so be it. Whether or not
those who work in these programs
become AFT members is up to them.

Question: Won't it be impossible for

many day care programs Now operat-
ing to keep going if they are forced
to meet public school salaries and
standards and, if this is true,
won't the ultimate effect of public
school prime sponsorship be to cut
back on programs?

Answer: The real question is what is

the best way to begin to build a
quality national program. Some
programs that now exist will not
qualify for public school funds
because some of what now passes

for day care will never meet public
school standards. The demise of
such services would be no loss.

It is preferable to give day care
and early childhood education a
good name and legitimize its
importance by providing as many
good programs as possible from the
federal funds that are appropriated.
There is no point in spreading bad
programs around simply so we have
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more of them. Going the public
school route is more likely to
provide a sound start. Besides,
since early childhood education
and development is a highly compli-
cated area demanding sophisticated
expertise, there is every reason
why the people in it should earn as

much as other public school personnel.

Question: Are schools really equipped

~ to provide the full range of
services necessary for quality child
care including health, nutrition,
local services and family support
services?

Answer: They are already doing so to
some degree with Head Start and
other programs. If schools are
presumed prime sponsors they will be
able to contract with other local
agencies like health and welfare
departments for comprehensive
services. Using schools as the
coordinating agent will probably
mean better services since delivery
will be simpler and more uniform.

Question: How can the public schools
accommodate present forms of day
care and early childhood service
such as day care homes, family day
care, etc?

Answer: Except in the case of inferior
~ programs, the main thing that will
change if public schools become
presumed prime sponsors is the ad~
ministration of procrams. In many
instances their forms will remain
essentially as they are. There is

no reason why day care homes and
family day care centers cannot be
administered by public school
systems. In many of them child/
adult ratios and other standards
would have to change to meet the
public school requirements, but
their underlying conceptual organi-
zation could easily remain as is.

Question: How much would such a pro-
~ gram cost?
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Question:
istered by the public schoo. s be

Answer:

Cbviously costs would vary
greatly from locale to locale
depending on such factors as cost
of living, local salary scales and
certification requirements, etc.
The $2 billion being suggested by
the AFT, as a start-up figure,
should provide the beginnings of a
federal effort that could be expand-
ed later as support and interest
grow.

How would services admin-
coordinated with early childhood
and day care services now author-
ized by other legislation?

If the Child and Family
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Services Act is amended to provide
for public school presumed prime
sponsorship, funds authorized under
the bill will be distributed to
public school systems except in
instances where the public schools
are unwilling or unable to sponsor
programs. This means that those
programs which wish to get these
funds should work with the public
schools. Those whose funding comes
from other sources can remain as
they are. But, services funded
mainly with Child and Family
Services Act money should be able
to receive other federal funds

as well.
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IV. EDUCARE: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
AFT Convention Resolution -- 1975

The unmet need for early childhood education and child care is greater
today than it has ever been.

First, we now know that the individual develops up to 50% of mature
intelligence before age four. Another 30% develops between ages four and
eight. Children whose intellectual growth is neglected in those very early
years suffer immeasurable damage to their learning ability.

Second, growing numbers of women are working and they are forced to
leave their children without the care and attention they need. Other
mothers, on public assistance, want jobs but cannot find adequate child
care, Six million children under 6 years old have working mothers.
Twelve million children live in female-headed households where the median
income is $6,195 if the mother works and $3,760 if she does not.

In increasing numbers, poor, working poor, lower middle class, and
middle class women need and want to work, and they need good educational
care for their young children.

Third, the schools, facing declining enrollments, have enough avail-
able space to provide care and education to the youngsters who need it.
There are enough qualified teachers and other school professionals, as well
as paraprofessionals, available and eager to serve our nation's youngsters.

By any measurement, the nation lacks a comprehensive system of
quality child care services to meet these needs. Some local efforts in
the child care field have been undertaken over the years with same success.
Thousands of children have received beneficial, high-quality services fram
programs developed by labor unions, parent cooperatives, and local (:C!‘ﬁT[LJI'lJ.ty
organizations and church groups, Such programs fill an important need in
the cammnities they serve. These programs, like the excellent centers
operated by a number of AFL-CIO affiliates, should be encouraged and
continued.

But these Ecatterfed effcjr:‘t%, h:iwever wa:ﬂmhilé, are c;:learly far frr:m

sion c:f early chllﬂlmad devel@pxent and day care in commu 1‘EJES thrcughout
the country for all children who need these services. While we would not
dismantle existing non-profit programs that meet federal requirements,

AFT believes the school system is the most appropriate prime sponsor for
child care and early childhood development programs.

The schools have a broad base of financial and community support.
They are located in every neighborhood. The school system has democrat-—
ically elected public leadership and qualified professionals who can plan
programs, distribute funds, monitor and maintain standards, and coordi-
nate supportive services. School systems can also provide coordination

129

116



of diversified services such as in-home child care, family and group day
care, hames and centers for children who are too young or not ready for

large school facilities, as well as special services for the emptionally
and physically Eundlcappeci

Only public and non-profit groups should be permitted participation
in early childhood and child care programs. Profit-making entrepreneurs
and organizations have a sorry record in the provision of human services,
especially in the nursing home, health care, and education fields.
Because high quality costs money, profit makers seek to lower standards.
Profit makers were excluded from pmv:.d:ng day care under Head Start,
They should continue to be excluded in any new early childhood and day
care programs,

To meet America's need for a high quality early childhood education
and child care program, the AFT calls upon the Congress to enact legisla-
tion that includes the following elements:

1. Achievement as rapidly as possible of the goal of free,
high—quality camprehensive early child care services for
all children who need them. Since the program will neces-
sarily require a period of time to get fully underway,
gradually increased funds should be provided toward
earliest achievement of this goal.

2. Coordination by the public schools as prime sponsor of a
range of programs, including health, nutrition, counsel-
mg and other necessary support services and child care
in a variety of settings including family and group day
care hames.

3. Insistence that all services ‘must meet federal require-
ments and standards as well as all local school and
facility codes and laws, and that all construction,
renovation and repair undertaken under the program must
conform to the prevailing wage standards of the Davis-Bacon
Act.,

4, Denying profit-making operators eligibility to receive
federal funds.

5. Provision for effective parent involvement in these pro-
grams, since they are programs parents voluntarily choose.

6. Provision for proper certification and licensing of
personnel and for training, retraining and in-service
training of professional and paraprofessional staff.

7. Provision for full protection of the job rights and employ-
ment conditions of workers in child care programs,

We believe that high quality early childhood education and day care
can help us begin to solve a number of our pressing social problems: it
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can reduce under-achievement; it can provide health and institutional
care for those who otherwise might not have it; it can bring parents
closer to the schools; it can stimulate school integration by providing
quality programs at earlier ages. Such a program of education for the
very young will benefit all of our citizens at every age.
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